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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Zevahim is another noteworthy achievement for the 
Koren Talmud Bavli project. With this, the first tractate of Seder Kodashim, the Order 
of Sacrifices, we take yet another step toward our goal, the completion of a new and 
unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Zevahim, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of tractate Zevahim will be both informed and inspired. They will be in- 
formed of the centrality of the Holy Temple in our faith tradition, and will learn in 
detail about the sacrificial rites performed there. They will be inspired by the me- 
ticulous care with which those rites were performed and by the attention given to 
the requirement that the sacrifices be offered with the proper intentions. Although 
sacrifices are no longer offered in the absence of the Holy Temple, readers will find 
fascination in the numerous implications that the study of sacrificial procedures 
have for our contemporary liturgy and for current synagogue practice. As always, 
we consider our efforts successful if the reader comes away from the text a better 
person, and not just a better-informed person. For it is our contention that Talmud 
study fosters lifelong ethical development and a profound sensitivity to the needs 
and concerns of other human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Tractate Zevahim, part 1, is the thirty-third volume of the project. Like the preceding 
volumes, it includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagi- 
nation of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow 
the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. 
It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based 
upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Bavli is beginning its treatment of the fifth order of the 
Talmud, Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items. We are thereby moving from 
the mundane to the sublime, from the physical to the spiritual. As the Rambam 
wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it is the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate 
form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side 
of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of 
the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Barli 
its outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaél Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who has facilitated a 
seamless transition and has continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives 
up to the lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker 
as production coordinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product 
conforms to standards and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content 
that is ultimately the raison d'etre of the Koren Talmud Bavli. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 


Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Zevahim 


The sacrificial service in the Temple is one of the fundamental topics of the Torah, 
and Jewish belief is that it is one of the spiritual pillars upon which the world stands.' 
Although the Temple was destroyed, and the halakhot of the Temple service have 
come to be known as: Halakha for the messianic period, they have always been 
studied thoroughly. A complete order of the Talmud, Kodashim, was devoted to 
these topics. 
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Tractate Zevahim, referred to in the Talmud as: Slaughter of Offerings,‘ delineates 
the halakhot of animal offerings, and in particular, the halakhot of sacrificing them, 
e.g., the location of their sacrifice, the sacrificial process, and the manner in which 
animal offerings can be disqualified.‘ The halakhot of meal offerings are detailed in 
tractate Menahot. 


Tractate Zevahim does not discuss topics such as the species from which each type 
of offering is brought, when it is brought, and for what purpose. These matters are 
addressed in other tractates, several of which are not in the order of Kodashim.’ The 
details of the daily Temple service are described in tractate Tamid. 


Although the halakhot of offerings are described in the Torah at length,’ they are 
not organized in categories and according to principles, and many practical details 
are not explicit. Furthermore, the Torah allocates few verses to cases where the 
sacrificial process was not performed properly. These gaps are filled by the tradi- 
tion of the Sages, which is recorded in the Mishna and Talmud in tractate Zevahim. 
Accordingly, the purpose of the tractate is to define and classify the halakhot of 
the different types of offerings, and to state the halakha in cases of deviation from 
the proper manner of sacrifice, whether unwittingly or intentionally. 


Animal offerings can be categorized in several ways. One categorization is into animal 
offerings and bird offerings, both of which are discussed extensively in this tractate. 
The types of animal from which offerings may be brought can also be divided by 
species, age, and sex. While some offerings can be brought from a wide variety of 
animals, others must be brought from a narrower range in terms of species, age, 
and sex. 


One may also distinguish between offerings of the most sacred order and offerings of 
lesser sanctity. Even within the former category, offerings whose blood is presented 
inside the Sanctuary are considered more sacred than offerings whose blood is 
presented on the altar in the courtyard. 


Offerings differ from each other also with regard to the location in which they are 
sacrificed. Certain offerings may be slaughtered only in the northern portion of the 
Temple courtyard, whereas others may be slaughtered anywhere in the courtyard. 
The blood of some offerings is presented on the upper half of the external altar, the 
blood of other offerings is presented on the lower half, and the blood of a third 
category of offerings is presented in the Sanctuary, or even in the Holy of Hollies. 
Within the category of offerings whose blood is presented on the external altar, the 
blood of some is presented once, that of others is presented twice on two opposite 
corners of the altar, and the blood of still other offerings is presented on all four 
comers of the altar. 


Whereas some offerings, e.g., communal offerings, must be sacrificed at a designated 
time, others are brought for atonement whenever necessary, and others are brought 
voluntarily, as gifts to God. 


There are offerings whose meat may not be eaten at all, e.g., inner sin offerings and 
burnt offerings; there are offerings whose meat is eaten by priests; and there are some 
offerings whose meat is shared by the priests and the owner of the offering. Some 
may be eaten only on the day they are sacrificed and on the following night; others 
may be eaten on the following day as well. 


Four sacrificial rites are required for all animal offerings: Slaughtering the animal, 
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collecting its blood in a service vessel, conveying its blood to the altar, and present- 
ing the blood on the altar. Bird offerings require two sacrificial rites: Killing the 
bird by pinching the nape of its neck, and presenting its blood on the altar. Once 
these rites have been performed properly, the offering is accepted. Still, the priests 
are afterward obligated, in the case of burnt offerings, to burn the offering on the 
altar, or in the case of other animal offerings, to burn specific portions on the altar. 
Only birds sacrificed as sin offerings do not have any portions that are burned 
on the altar. 


Whether or not lack of precision in the sacrificial process disqualifies an offering 
depends on the type of offering. Some are disqualified by any deviation from their 
defined location, time, and sacrificial process, while others are not disqualified 
so easily. 


Offerings can be disqualified not only if the one sacrificing the offering deviates 
from the correct sacrificial process, but also if he lacks proper intent. There are 
several levels of improper intent: If one performs one of the main sacrificial rites 
of an offering with intent that it be burned on the altar or eaten after its designated 
time, the offering is rendered piggul. Not only is piggul disqualified as an offering, 
but one who partakes of its meat is liable to receive the punishment of excision from 
the World-to-Come [karet]. If the intent of the one performing the rite is to burn 
the offering on the altar or to eat its meat outside the designated area, the offering 
is disqualified but it is not rendered piggul, and one who eats its meat is not liable 
to receive karet. Other intentions, namely, sacrificing an offering of a certain type 
for the sake of an offering of a different type or for the sake of the wrong person, do 
not disqualify most offerings, but they do prevent them from satisfying the owner’s 
obligation. In the case of a sin offering or a Paschal offering, such intent disqualifies 
the offering as well. 


The prohibition by Torah law against sacrificing an offering outside the Temple is 
also addressed in this tractate, as its halakhot are parallel to those of sacrifice inside 
the Temple. The general halakhic topic of mixtures of permitted and forbidden foods 
is discussed tangentially. 


The tractate also cites certain differences between the halakhot of offerings and other 
areas of halakha with regard to biblical exegesis. In addition, the halakhic discussions 
in the tractate are illuminated by several passages of aggada. 


Tractate Zevahim consists of fourteen chapters, the first six of which are included in 
the present volume: 


Chapter One focuses on offerings sacrificed with improper intent, either for the 
wrong person or for the sake of a different offering. 


Chapter Two discusses offerings disqualified by improper sacrifice or sacrifice by an 
unfit individual. It also commences discussion of offerings sacrificed with intent to 
consume them beyond their designated time or area. 


Chapter Three completes the examination of intent to consume an offering beyond 
its designated time or area, and also mentions inappropriate intentions that do not 
disqualify an offering. 


Chapter Four addresses cases where piggul or other disqualifying circumstances are 
irrelevant. 
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Chapter Five contains a general description of the different types of animal offer- 
ings, their areas of sacrifice and consumption, and the designated times they may 
be eaten. 

Chapter Six mainly deals with the location and manner in which bird offerings are 

sacrificed. 

NOTES 

1 Avot 1:2. 

2 Zevahim 45a. 

3 The order of Kodashim exists only in the Babylonian Talmud and not in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
Some early authorities assert that there was an order of Kodashim in the Jerusalem Talmud and it 
was lost. 

4 Sanhedrin sib. 

With regard to specific types of offerings, other tractates discuss their sacrificial process in greater 
detail. For example, the sacrificial process of the Paschal offering is delineated in tractate Pesahim, 
and the Yom Kippur service is discussed in tractate Yoma. 

6 Forexample, the halakhot of the Festival peace offering and the burnt offering of appearance in the 
Temple, brought on the pilgrimage Festivals, appear in tractate Hagiga in the order of Moed; the 
nazirite’s offerings are delineated in tractate Nazir in the order of Nashim; the offering brought for 
taking a false oath is discussed in tractate Shevuot in the order of Nezikin; the offering for an unwit- 
ting communal sin is discussed in tractate Horayot, also in the order of Nezikin; and the halakhot 
of a leper’s offering are detailed in tractate Nega’im in the order of Teharot. Conversely, tractate 
Hullin, which discusses the slaughter of non-sacred animals, appears in the order of Kodashim. 

7 Most of the halakhot of offerings are described in Leviticus. The others are stated in Exodus, 
Numbers, and Deuteronomy. 
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That which has gone out of your lips you shall observe 
and do, according to what you have vowed freely to 
the Lord your God. 

(Deuteronomy 23:24) 


This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offer- 
ing, and of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, 
and of the consecration offering, and of the sacrifice 


of peace offerings. 
(Leviticus 7:37) 


And you shall sacrifice the Paschal offering unto the 
Lord, your God. 
(Deuteronomy 16:2) 


And you shall say: It is the sacrifice of the Lord’s 
Passover. 
(Exodus 12:27) 


And the priest shall make atonement for him concern- 
ing his sin, and he shall be forgiven. 


(Leviticus 4:26) 


This chapter discusses the status of offerings that have been sacrificed with improper 
intent. Two improper intentions are discussed: Intent to sacrifice the offering for the 
sake of a different type of offering for which it was not consecrated, and intent to 
sacrifice it for a person other than the one bringing it. 


Sacrificing an offering with improper intent is always prohibited, but only in some 
cases does it disqualify the offering, thereby discontinuing its sacrificial process and 
rendering its meat prohibited for consumption. The chapter addresses which types 
of offerings are disqualified due to improper intent, and in cases where the improper 
intent does not disqualify the offering, whether the sacrifice of the offering satisfies 
its owner’s obligation despite the prohibited intent. 


Also examined are the sacrificial rites during which prohibited intent can disqualify 
an offering or prevent the fulfillment of its owner's obligation. This halakha applies to 
the four rites involving the blood of the offering: Slaughtering the animal, collecting 
its blood in a service vessel, conveying the blood to the altar, and, lastly, present- 
ing the blood on the altar, which is the final step in propitiating God and effecting 
atonement for the offering’s owner. Although these rites are performed for all animal 
offerings, there are differences between them: Only slaughter may be performed by 
anon-priest, and conveying the blood to the altar is sometimes unnecessary, e.g., in 
a case where the offering is slaughtered next to the altar. 


The chapter also addresses the status of the offering in cases where the one sacrificing 
it had improper intent only during one of the four sacrificial rites, or where he had 
both the proper and improper intent in succession while performing the same rite. 
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All slaughtered offeri h laugh- 
MISHN A slaughtere ofleringst e aug 


tered not for their own sake," i.e., during 
the slaughtering the slaughterer’s intent was to sacrifice a different 
offering, are fit," and one may continue their sacrificial rites and 
partake of their meat where that applies. But these offerings did 
not satisfy the obligation of the owner," who is therefore required 
to bring another offering. This is the halakha with regard to all 
offerings except for the Paschal offering’ and the sin offering.” 
In those cases, if the owner sacrificed them not for their own sake, 
they are unfit. But there is a difference between the two exceptions. 
The Paschal offering is unfit only when sacrificed not for its sake 
at its appointed time, on the fourteenth day of Nisan after noon, 
while the sin offering is unfit any time that it is sacrificed not 
for its sake. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The guilt offering’ too is unfit when sacrificed 
not for its sake. According to his opinion, the correct reading of the 
mishna is: The Paschal offering is unfit only at its appointed time, 
while the sin offering and the guilt offering are unfit at all times. 
Rabbi Eliezer said in explanation: The sin offering is brought for 
performance of a transgression and the guilt offering is brought 
for performance of a transgression. Just as a sin offering is unfit 
when sacrificed not for its sake, so too, the guilt offering is unfit 
when sacrificed not for its sake. 


Yosei ben Honi says: Not only are the Paschal offering and the sin 
offering unfit when slaughtered not for their sake, but also other 
offerings that are slaughtered for the sake of a Paschal offering" 
and for the sake of a sin offering are unfit. 


Shimon, brother of Azarya,” says that this is the distinction: With 
regard to all offerings, if one slaughtered them for the sake of 
an offering whose level of sanctity is greater than theirs, they are 
fit; if one slaughtered them for the sake of an offering whose level 
of sanctity is less than theirs, they are unfit. 


BACKGROUND 


Paschal offering - ms: The Torah commands that all adult 
Jews bring an offering to the Temple on the afternoon of the 
fourteenth of Nisan to be eaten that evening after nightfall. The 
offering may be a male lamb or goat in its first year (see Exo- 
dus, chapter 12 and Deuteronomy 16:2). The Paschal offering is 
considered an offering of lesser sanctity. It may be slaughtered 
anywhere within the Temple courtyard. Its blood is poured 
above the base of the altar. It can be brought by groups of indi- 
viduals acting in partnership, and some of its halakhot resemble 
those of communal offerings. For example, it can be sacrificed 
on Shabbat, or in a state of ritual impurity when the majority 
of the public has that status. 


Sin offering — NY: If a Jew unwittingly commits a transgres- 
sion that is punishable by karet if he had performed it intention- 
ally, he is obligated to bring a sin offering. A sin offering brought 
by an individual is either a female lamb or a female goat in its 
first year. It must be slaughtered in the northern section of 
the Temple courtyard. The blood is placed on each of the four 
corners of the altar. The fats of the sin offering are burned on the 
altar, and its meat is eaten by the priests. Other sin offerings are 


brought in certain cases as part of the purification rites at the 
conclusion of a period of ritual impurity, e.g., that of a woman 
who has given birth. There are other sin offerings that serve to 
atone for the public, as well as special sin offerings brought by 
the leaders of the people to atone for transgression. 


Guilt offering — DX: A guilt offering is one of the offerings 
of the most sacred order and may be eaten only by priests on 
the day itis sacrificed and on the following night. The halakhot 
of its slaughter, the sprinkling of its blood on the altar, and the 
burning of its fats are like those governing the peace offering. 
A ram is the only animal used for a guilt offering. The types of 
guilt offerings described in the Torah (see Leviticus 5:15-26) can 
be divided into three categories: The guilt offerings of a nazirite 
and a leper; the provisional guilt offering, brought when there 
is uncertainty whether or not a transgression warranting a sin 
offering was performed; and a definite guilt offering, which is 
the standard guilt offering, so called to underscore the differ- 
ence between it and the provisional guilt offering. The definite 
guilt offering is brought, for example, for misuse of sacred 


property. 


HALAKHA 

That were slaughtered not for their own sake - sw nany 
yw: All slaughtered offerings, whether individual or com- 
munal, that were slaughtered not for their sake are fit, but 
they do not satisfy the obligation of the owner. The excep- 
tions to the rule are the sin offering and the Paschal offering, 
which are unfit if they were slaughtered not for their sake 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


NOTES 

All slaughtered offerings that were slaughtered not for 
their own sake are fit - onw> jaw Kow nauw Dna bp: 
They are fit after the fact; the sacrificial rites must be per- 
formed with the proper intent ab initio, as the Gemara 
derives from verses (see 4a). Furthermore, it is derived that 
any inappropriate intent during the performance of one 
of the sacrificial rites is prohibited (see 29b). 


But did not satisfy the obligation of the owner — Koy 
main ows Dyab by Kow: Examples of obligatory offerings 
include sin offerings, burnt offerings brought on the pilgrim- 
age Festivals, and offerings brought to fulfill an owner's vow 
(see Rashi). 

Rabbeinu Peretz writes that if it is a gift offering of a spe- 
cific animal, whose owner is not obligated to bring another 
offering in its place if it is lost, the owner is not obligated 
to bring another offering when it is slaughtered not for its 
own sake. 


That are slaughtered for the sake of a Paschal offering - 
nbs ov powa: Rashi explains that they are unfit only if 
they are slaughtered at the appointed time for sacrificing the 

Paschal offering. At any other time, just as a Paschal offering 

that is sacrificed for the sake of other offerings is still fit, so too, 
other sacrifices that are slaughtered for the sake of a Paschal 

offering are still fit (see 1a). 


PERSONALITIES 

Shimon brother of Azarya — myy ny jiynaw: Shimon, 
brother of Azarya, was a tanna who lived during the destruc- 
tion of the Temple in the same generation as Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua, who were disciples of Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai. He is mentioned several times in the Mishna. 
According to the Rambam, the Azarya mentioned here 
refers to the father of Rabbi Eliezer ben Azarya. Accordingly, 
Shimon and Azarya were priests, and descendants of Ezra 
(see Berakhot 27a). 

Although Shimon was a greater scholar than his brother 
Azarya, Shimon is known as the brother of Azarya, since 
the wealthy Azarya supported him (see Vayikra Rabba 25:2). 
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BACKGROUND 


Offerings of the most sacred order - mp wp: Burnt 
offerings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, and communal 

peace offerings are included in this category. The follow- 
ing regulations apply specifically to these offerings: They 
are slaughtered only in the northern section of the Temple 

courtyard. Those offerings that are eaten may be eaten only 
on the day the animal is sacrificed and on the night follow- 
ing that day. They may be eaten only by male priests and 

only within the Temple courtyard. The prohibition against 
misappropriating Temple property, i.e., unlawful use of 
consecrated property, applies to these offerings as soon as 
hey are consecrated. Once their blood is sprinkled on the 

altar, the prohibition against misappropriation continues to 

apply to the portions of the offering consumed on the altar 
but not to the portions of the offering that are to be eaten. 


Offerings of lesser sanctity — op DT: Included in this 
category are the various types of individual peace offerings, 
he thanks offering, the nazirite’s ram, the male firstborn of 
a kosher animal, the animal tithes, and the Paschal offering. 
These offerings may be slaughtered anywhere in the Tem- 
ple courtyard. With the exception of the thanks offering, the 
nazirite’s ram, and the Paschal offering, they may be eaten 
during a period of two days and the intervening night from 
he time they were sacrificed. They may be eaten by the 
priests; by the priests’ wives, children, and slaves; and, with 
he exception of the firstborn, by the people bringing the 
sacrifices and any ritually pure individual that they invite, 
other than an uncircumcised male. There is no requirement 
o eat them within the Temple premises, but they must be 
eaten within the walls of Jerusalem. The prohibition against 
misuse of consecrated property applies only to those por- 
ions of offerings consumed on the altar and only after the 
blood has been sprinkled on the altar. 


HALAKHA 

A burnt offering that one slaughtered not for its sake, 
etc. — aor aw) xdbw mynww mip: It is prohibited to per- 
form any of the sacrificial rites with the wrong intent. There- 
fore, even if an animal offering was already slaughtered not 
for its sake, or a handful of a meal offering was removed not 
for its sake, whether intentionally or unwittingly, the other 
sacrificial rites must still be performed for the sake of the 
offering being sacrificed, in accordance with Rava's state- 
ment (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15:3, and see 18:1). 


8 ZEVAHIM : PEREK I - 2A: .497’% 15 


DWI PBD DETR wip 2792 
DETR prs - Dyp owip 
- pep wap owd prow mhp 
ow) prve wya ia pw 
ppww Dbw Pwa - Dbw 

pops - wyn owh viaa Dw 


xow xb Kamay 9 mab 193 
awh phys by by oy) zby 
Paan 


KOT KT bya 1 yawn xp xt 
mowa bay Asin ow) aby 
ama maw) TORD 


momew THY KII WNT NIT) 
ow a4 pint wox- awy Kow 
anh 


MPN YPY NBD ND HYD 
DW KID KIN MYDR KIP 
PPPN ag aw) at bp AWT 


PHY Ky iN" KIP NIX MVE 
‘a> AT Wes Mwy) sawn 
PPD” MO ANNIN Tiy 


How so? Offerings of the most sacred order,’ e.g., sin offerings and 

burnt offerings, that one slaughtered for the sake of offerings of 
lesser sanctity,’ e.g., peace offerings, are unfit. Offerings of lesser 
sanctity that one slaughtered for the sake of offerings of the most 

sacred order are fit. Likewise, there is a distinction between differ- 
ent offerings of lesser sanctity. The firstborn animal and the animal 

tithe" that one slaughtered for the sake of a peace offering are fit, 
as the sanctity of peace offerings is greater. Peace offerings that one 

slaughtered for the sake ofa firstborn animal or for the sake of an 

animal tithe are unfit. 


C E M ARA™ mishna teaches: All slaughtered offer- 


ings that were slaughtered not for their sake 
are fit, but they did not satisfy the obligation of the owner. The 
Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach this halakha using 
the language: But" they did not [ella shelo] satisfy the obligation 
of the owner? Let it teach simply: And they did not [velo] satisfy 
the obligation of the owner. What does the word: But [ella], add? 


The Gemara responds: By adding this word, the mishna teaches us 
that the only deficiency with regard to these offerings is that they 
did not satisfy the obligation of the owner, but they retain their 
sanctity, and it is still prohibited to deviate from the protocol of 
their sacrificial process, i.e., the remaining rites must be performed 
with proper intent. 


And this halakha is in accordance with the statement of Rava, as 
Rava says: With regard to a burnt offering that one slaughtered 
not for its sake," it is still prohibited to sprinkle its blood on the 
altar not for its sake. 


The Gemara adds: If you wish, propose a logical argument to 
support this statement, and if you wish, cite a verse" as proof. The 
Gemara elaborates: If you wish, propose a logical argument: Just 
because one deviated from protocol in its sacrifice once, i.e. in its 
slaughter, could it be that he should continue to deviate from 
protocol in all the rest of the sacrificial rites? One deviation does 
not justify additional deviations. 


And if you wish, cite a verse: “That which has gone out of your 
lips you shall observe and do; according to what you have vowed 
[nadarta] freely [nedava] to the Lord your God, even that which 
you have promised with your mouth” (Deuteronomy 23:24). The 
Gemara interprets the words nadarta and nedava exegetically: Can 
this verse be referring to a gift offering [nedava]? 


NOTES 


The firstborn animal and the animal tithe - Wyam 1237: 

These are considered offerings of lesser sanctity, just like the 
peace offering. In fact, their sanctity is even less than that of the 
peace offering, due to several practical distinctions: Their owners 
are not required to place their hands on the head of the offering, 
they do not require libations, and their blood is sprinkled only 
once above the base of the altar, not on each corner. Further- 
more, there is no portion of these offerings that is given to the 
priests. Although the firstborn animal is eaten by priests, that 
is because they are considered the owners of this offering. 


But [ella] — xbx: Rashi explains that the word ella is superfluous, 
since the mishna presumably uses the most concise wording 
possible. Tosefot Tukh explains that the word ella indicates that 
the only deficiency in these offerings is that they do not satisfy 
the obligation of the owner. Accordingly, it is assumed that the 
mishna uses this word to suggest an additional element of 
fitness beyond that which is understood from the phrase: All 
slaughtered offerings that were slaughtered not for their own 
sake are fit. Therefore, the Gemara asks what this additional 
element is. 


They retain their sanctity, etc. — 3) »3»p wNwWITPA: Tosefot 
Tukh explains that these offerings retain their original designa- 
tion. For example, a burnt offering that was slaughtered for the 
sake of sacrificing a peace offering is still a burnt offering. There- 
fore, it is still prohibited to perform any of its other sacrificial 
rites not for the sake of a burnt offering (see Rosh HaMizbe‘ah). 


If you wish propose a logical argument, if you wish cite a 
verse — KI? NYY MVDK KID NIK YIN: This sentence 
is used frequently i in the Talmud to introduce a suggestion of 
two proofs for the matter under discussion, one logical and 
the other from a verse. After this introductory statement, the 
Gemara repeats this expression and elaborates. Sometimes the 
logical argument is mentioned first, and sometimes the verse 
is mentioned first. 

Several commentaries ask why it is necessary to bring proof 
from a verse where there is logical proof, as a logical reason for 
a halakha is considered superior to a derivation from a verse 
(see Bava Kamma 46b). Some answer that both proofs are cited 
in cases where the logical proof is not irrefutable, meaning that 
even if the logical proof is refuted, there is also proof from a verse. 
Others add that in these cases, the logical proof is effective only 
for the matter to be considered rabbinic law, whereas proof from 
a verse renders it Torah law. 
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It is already referred to as a vow offering [neder]. Rather, the verse 
indicates that if you did what you vowed to do, i.e., you sacrificed 
your vow offering properly, it shall be a satisfactory vow offering; 
and if you did not sacrifice it properly, it shall be rendered a vol- 
untary gift offering’ unrelated to the vow, and shall not satisfy the 
obligation of your vow. 


The Gemara concludes: And is it permitted to deviate from pro- 
tocol in the sacrifice of a gift offering ab initio? Clearly it is not. 
Evidently, even if one of the sacrificial rites was performed for 
the sake of sacrificing a different offering, it is still prohibited to 
perform any of the other sacrificial rites in the incorrect manner. 


§ Ravina said to Rav Pappa: Since you were not with us last 
night within the Shabbat limit” of Bei Harmakh,™ you did not 
hear that Rava raises a contradiction between two superior 
mishnaic statements" and teaches their resolution. 


What are these superior statements? We learned in the mishna: 
All slaughtered offerings that were slaughtered not for their 
sake are fit, but they did not satisfy the obligation of the owner. 
Rava infers: The reason they do not satisfy the obligation of the 
owner is specifically that they were slaughtered not for their sake. 
But if offerings were slaughtered without specification of intent, 
they, as well, satisfied the obligation of the owner." Apparently, 
if one performs any action without specification of intent, it is 
also considered as if he performed it expressly for its sake. 


And Rava raises a contradiction from another mishna (Gittin 
24a): Any bill of divorce® that was written not for the sake of 
the woman" in question is not valid. And it is derived from the 
continuation of that mishna that if a bill of divorce was written 
without specification as to which woman it is referring, it is also 
not valid. 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 

A vow offering and a gift offering - 7310 Y1: The dif- 
ference between a vow offering and a gift offering is that 
in the case of a vow offering, one accepts upon himself, 
in general terms, the obligation to bring an offering, 
whereas in the case of a gift offering, one consecrates a 
specific animal as an offering. One of the practical ramifi- 
cations of this difference is that if the animal consecrated 
as a gift offering is lost or disqualified, the individual is no 
longer responsible for it. By contrast, in the case of a vow 
offering, the individual remains responsible to replace 
the animal if it is lost or disqualified. 


Within the Shabbat limit of Bei Harmakh — a xainna 
‘yam: Rava's discourse was on Shabbat night, and Rav 
Pappa was not able to attend because he was outside 
the Shabbat limit (Rashi). 


Superior statements — soby on: This Aramaic 
expression generally refers to the statements ofthe Sages 
that were cited in the study hall. In several places in the 
Talmud, a Sage is cited as having requested that another 
Sage tell him the superior statements of a certain Sage, 
e.g., Rav, Rav Hisda, or Rav Yosef, that were mentioned in 
the study hall. In other places it is stated that a certain 
Sage requested of his colleagues that certain superior 
statements be attributed to him. A Sage who was absent 
from the study hall was liable to miss superior statements 
that were conveyed at the time. 


HALAKHA 


Without specification they as well satisfied the obli- 
gation of the owner - main ow) ovbyad m ty sono: 

One who sacrifices an offering must do so for the sake of 
the offering being sacrificed and for the sake of its owner. 
One must have this intent while slaughtering the animal, 
collecting the blood, conveying the blood, and sprinkling 

the blood on the altar. Nevertheless, even if one performs 
any of these sacrificial rites without specific intent, the 
offering is fit, and it satisfies the obligation of its owner; 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:10). 


Any bill of divorce that was written not for the sake 
of the woman - mw ow) bw anaw vat ba: Any bill 
of divorce that was not written for the sake of the man 
and woman getting divorced is not valid (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 131:1). 


Shabbat limit - xama: A Shabbat limit is the border of a 
Jewish settlement or of the temporary residence of one or 
more Jews, determined at the onset of Shabbat. It is defined 
as two thousand cubits outside the residence. By rabbinic 
decree it is not permitted for a person to travel on Shabbat 
beyond this limit. On Shabbat Sages would leave their cities 
to deliver lectures and sermons in nearby villages. One's ability 
to learn Torah on Shabbat was often dependent on his ability 
to travel to the locale to which the Sage would come without 
going beyond the Shabbat limit. 


Bei Harmakh - J297 2: This city, also called Harmakh, or 
according to other readings, Harman or Bei Harman, was 
located on the Shanvata River. Some propose that the source 
of the name is the Persian word harman, meaning granary. 


Location of Bei Harmakh 


Bill of divorce — 93: The basic text of a bill of divorce includes 
the declaration of the husband that he divorces his wife and 
that it is permitted for her to marry any other man. The husband 
is identified by his name and the name of his father, and the 
wife by her name and the name of her father. The document 
must contain the date on which it was written and the signa- 
tures of two witnesses. In talmudic times a bill of divorce could 
be written privately by a scribe at the request of the husband. 
In later generations it became customary for a bill of divorce to 
be written in a rabbinical court that had expertise in this field, 
so that no halakhic difficulties would arise that might lead to 
the invalidation of the document. 
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NOTES 


Ordinary slaughtered offerings stand designated 
for their own sake, etc. - pmaiy jaw) onda ont 
"11: Both the sacrifice of an offering and the writing 
of a bill of divorce are valid only if performed with 
he proper intent. The difference between them is 
hat since an offering is designated for its purpose 
by its owner from the time of its consecration, its 
slaughter is automatically for its own sake, without 
specification by the one who slaughters it. Only if 
he slaughters it for the sake of sacrificing with the 
intent to sacrifice a different offering is it disquali- 
fied with regard to the obligation of the owner. By 
contrast, a wife is not designated for divorce unless 
her husband instructed that a bill of divorce be 
written for her. Therefore, if a bill of divorce was 
not written specifically for her, it cannot be used 
o divorce her. 


Since the tanna taught, etc. — 1318311 "IK: This 
expression is employed frequently in the Talmud 
and is used to explain unnecessary or ostensibly 
inaccurate statements made by the tanna‘im for 
the purpose of maintaining uniformity. At times, 
such an expression is used in one statement so 
that it conforms to the style of an adjacent state- 
ment. This can occur either in the former or the 
latter of the two statements, including even cases 
where the two statements were stated by different 
tanna‘im. 

This method can be employed twice with 
regard to the same tannaitic source, i.e., once a 
certain expression is employed due to the style of 
another expression, a third expression can be used 
due to that expression. There is one instance where 
this method is employed three times with regard 
to the same mishna (see Yevamot 3a). 

Although this method is used mostly to explain 
mishnayot, it is sometimes used with regard to 
baraitot; see, e.g, Bava Kamma 109a. In fact, a 
baraita that explains a mishna can be understood 
as employing inaccurate wording to conform to 
the style of that mishna. 
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And Rava resolves the contradiction: Ordinary slaughtered offerings 
stand designated for their own sake." From the time that the offering 
is consecrated, its presumed end is that it will be slaughtered for the 
type of offering for which is was consecrated. Therefore, even if the 
one slaughtering it has no particular intention, it is in effect considered 
slaughtered for its own sake. By contrast, an ordinary wife does not 
stand designated for divorce. Therefore, a bill of divorce is never pre- 
sumed to be referring to a given woman unless it is specified explicitly. 


§ The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that slaughtered 
offerings are fit and even satisfy the obligation of the owner if slaugh- 
tered without specification? If we say it is from that which we learned 
in the mishna: All slaughtered offerings that were slaughtered not for 
their sake are fit, but these offerings did not satisfy the obligation of the 
owner, and it does not teach this using the language: All slaughtered 
offerings that were not slaughtered for their sake are fit, but these 
offerings did not satisfy the obligation of the owner, this cannot be. One 
cannot infer from this language that slaughter without specification is 
valid, since the Mishna also teaches with regard to a bill of divorce: 
Any bill of divorce that was written not for the sake of the woman is 
not valid, and it does not teach: That was not written for the sake of 
the woman is not valid, and it is a given that a bill of divorce written 
without specification is not valid. 


Rather, perhaps it is derived from that which we learned in a mishna 
(13a): How are offerings slaughtered for their sake and then not for 
their sake? For example, one might slaughter the Paschal offering for 
the sake of a Paschal offering and then for the sake of a peace offering. 
The Gemara infers: The reason such an offering is unfit is that he says 
that he is slaughtering it for the sake of a Paschal offering and then he 
says that he is slaughtering it for the sake of a peace offering. But if 
he says that he is slaughtering it for the sake of a Paschal offering, 
and then slaughters it without specification, it is fit. Apparently, 
slaughtering an offering without specification is considered as if 
one slaughtered it for its sake. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps there it is different, as the mishna 
is saying that anyone who performs an action performs it with his 
original intent in mind. Therefore, since he specified initially that he 
was slaughtering the offering for the sake of a Paschal offering, there are 
no grounds to assume that he then changed his mind. Here, by contrast, 
he pronounced no initial statement of proper intent. 


Rather, perhaps this halakha is derived from the latter clause of that 
mishna: How are offerings slaughtered not for their sake and then 
for their sake? For example, one might slaughter the Paschal offering 
for the sake of a peace offering and then for the sake of a Paschal 
offering. The Gemara infers: The reason it is unfit is that he says he is 
slaughtering it for the sake of a peace offering and then he says he is 
slaughtering it for the sake of a Paschal offering. But if he started 
slaughtering it without specification and then slaughtered it for the 
sake of a Paschal offering, it is fit. Apparently, if one slaughters an 
offering without specification it still satisfies the obligation of the owner. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps there it is different, as the mishna is 
saying that his ultimate intent proves the nature of his original intent. 
Since his ultimate intent was to sacrifice a Paschal offering, that was 
presumably his original intent as well. Here, by contrast, there is no 
ultimate expression of proper intent. 


Alternatively, it can be explained that even if one’s ultimate intent is not 
considered proof of his original intent, the mishna still uses the same 
term in both clauses to preserve symmetry. Since in the former clause 
the tanna taught’ using the language: For their sake and then not for 
their sake, teaching that original intent is considered proof of ultimate 
intent, the tanna also taught the second clause using the language: Not 
for their sake and then for their sake. In any event, there is no proof 
from that mishna that an offering slaughtered without specification 
satisfies its owner’s obligation. 
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Rather, perhaps this halakha is derived from that mishna (46b), 
which states: The offering is slaughtered for the sake of six 
matters:" For the sake of the particular offering; for the sake of 
the one sacrificing the offering, i.e., the owner; for the sake of 
God; for the sake of consumption by the fires" of the altar; for 
the sake of sacrificing it in a manner that gives an aroma;" and 
for the sake of pleasing God. And the sin offering and a guilt 
offering are slaughtered for the sake of atonement for the sin. 


The mishna on 46b continues: Rabbi Yosei said: Even in the case 
of one who did not have in mind to slaughter the offering for the 
sake of any one of these, the offering is fit, since this is a stipulation 
of the court.” The Gemara explains Rabbi Yosei’s opinion: The 
court stipulated that one should not say that he is slaughtering 
the offering for its sake, lest he come to say that he is slaughtering 
it not for its sake. Therefore one should not specify his intent at all. 


The Gemara infers: And ifit enters your mind that if one slaughters 
an offering without specification it is unfit, would the court arise 
and stipulate a matter that disqualifies the offering? Clearly, an 
offering slaughtered without specification is fit and satisfies the 
obligation of the owner. 


§ The Gemara asks: And with regard to a bill of divorce, from 
where do we derive that if it is written without specification as to 
which woman it is referring, it is not valid? 


If we say it is inferred from that which we learned in a mishna 
(Gittin 24a): In the case of a man who was passing through the 
marketplace, and he heard scribes" who write bills of divorce 
dictating to their students: The man so-and-so divorces so-and-so 
from the place of such and such, and the man said: This is my 
name and that is the name of my wife, and he desires to use this 
bill for his divorce, this bill is unfit to divorce his wife with it, that 
is not a proof. 


It can be explained: Perhaps the mishna is in accordance with the 
explanation of Rav Pappa. As Rav Pappa says: Here we are dealing 
with scribes who are wont to practice® writing bills of divorce; and 
this bill of divorce is a draft and was not written for the sake of 
severance, i.e., divorce, at all. But if a bill of divorce is written to be 
used for divorce, perhaps it is fit even if written without specifying 
the woman in question. 


Rather, derive this halakha from the subsequent clause in that 
mishna: 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


For the sake of consumption by the fires - wx ow: 
Rashi explains, based on the Gemara later (46b), that 
an offering must be slaughtered with the intent that its 
flesh will be consumed by the fire on the altar, and not 
merely roasted. 


For the sake of an aroma - m1 ow: Rashi explains, 
based on the Gemara later (46b), that an offering should 
be slaughtered with the intent that it will be burned raw 
on the altar, so that its burning will emit an aroma, and 
not that it will be roasted first and then burned on the 
altar. The Rambam explains that it should be slaughtered 
with the intention of burning it on the altar only for the 
sake of its aroma. 


For the sake of six matters, etc. — ^2) 027 Aww ow: One 
who slaughters a burnt offering must have six intentions in 
mind: That he is slaughtering it for the sake of the particular 
offering, that he is slaughtering it for the sake of the owner, that 
the sacrifice is for the sake of God, that it will be burned and 
consumed by the fires, that it will be burned only for the sake of 
its aroma, and that the scent will be pleasing to God. Neverthe- 


less, even if he slaughters it without these intentions, it is valid. 
One who slaughters a sin offering or a burnt offering must have 
in mind the specific sin for which it was brought (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:11). 


And heard scribes, etc. — 131 oD iD yaw: If a scribe wrote 
a bill of divorce for the purpose of practicing his craft, and a 


BACKGROUND 


man then saw it and discovered that the names written in 
it were those of him and his wife and his city of residence, 
and he subsequently used it to divorce his wife, the divorce 
is not valid. Even a bill of divorce that was written to be used 
for divorce but not for a specific married couple is not valid 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 131:1). 


Stipulation of the court — }} Ma "Kam: This refers to a hala- 
khic assumption applicable in many areas, with regard to legal 
acts, agreements, dedications to the Temple, and the like. The 
halakha assumes that these legal acts have been performed 
in accordance with a condition stipulated by the court. Even 
if those who wrote a document or performed the act did 
not state the condition explicitly, they are regarded as if they 
had done so, because the court has authorized it. In some 
cases, these stipulations cannot be waived even by explicit 


stipulation. Stipulations of the court were instituted either to 
promote the general welfare of society or to solve specific social 
problems. Such stipulations are found in almost every area of 
halakha. 


Scribes who are wont to practice - sab prwyt mapin: 
Novice scribes would study from the experts the craft of writ- 
ing documents and the formulations of the different types 
of documents. Their studies would include practicing writing 
documents, including bills of divorce. It was possible for a bill of 
divorce that was written only for practice to incidentally contain 
the names of a husband and wife who were planning to get 
divorced, along with the name of their locale and the date upon 
which they were planning to get divorced. 


‘<A41/XPID-ZEVAHIM:PEREKI-2B 11 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Daf3 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
If a husband wrote a bill of divorce to divorce his wife 


and then another man from the same town said to him: 
My name and my wife's name are the same as your name 
and your wife's name, and he took the bill of divorce and 
used it to divorce his wife, it is not a valid bill of divorce, 
despite the fact that it was written for the sake of divorce, 
as it was not written for the specific husband and wife 
who eventually used it (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Geirushin 3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 131:2). 


Two wives whose names are identical - ww) nW 
niw pnag: Ifa man has two wives whose names are 
identical, and he wrote a bill of divorce for one of them, 
and then changed his mind and used it to divorce the 
other one, the bill of divorce is not valid, as it was not writ- 
ten for the sake of the wife whom he gave it to (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 131:3). 


| will use it to divorce whichever one that | want — ay 
wax myaxw: If a husband has two wives whose names 
are identical, and he instructed a scribe: Write a bill of 
divorce for one of my wives and | will divorce whichever 
one of them | wish with it, and he divorced one of them 
with it, it is uncertain whether or not this is a valid divorce. 
The Kesef Mishne explains that it is uncertain whether 
the principle of retroactive designation is accepted with 
regard to matters that are Torah law. Therefore, the halakha 
reflects the stringent elements of both possibilities (Ram- 
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 131:4). 


A scribe who writes the standard part of bills of divorce - 
pan iv anian: Due to the ordinance for the benefit 
of the scribes, the Sages rendered it permitted for one 
to write the standard part of a bill of divorce in advance. 
When the scribe writes this standard part, he must leave 
room for the husband's name, the wife's name, the date, 
and the statement: You are hereby permitted to marry 
any man. These essential elements must be written for 
the sake of the specific man and woman (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 3:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Scribe [/avlar] - b: From the Latin libellarius, meaning 
based on contracts, or librarius, meaning a scribe, writer, 
or professional writer of contracts and other documents. 


Standard part [tofes] - paiv: From the Greek túÝxoç, tupos, 
meaning an engraving, or that which is formed by a stamp. 
By extension, it means anything that follows the same 
standard form in many different places. Sometimes the 
word matbe‘ is used in place of this word, with a similar 
meaning. The standard part of a legal document contains 
the phraseology common to all documents of that kind. 

The essential part [toref] of a legal document is the 
part that changes in each transaction, such as people 
and place-names, special conditions, amounts of money, 
and the like. 

Since a bill of divorce must be written especially for the 
sake of the woman who is being divorced, the essential 
part of it that reads: You are hereby permitted to any man, 
is also a part of the toref. 
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Moreover, if a husband wrote a bill of divorce with which to 
divorce his wife but later reconsidered," and a resident of his 
town found him and said to him: My name is the same as your 
name, and my wife’s name is the same as your wife’s name, and 
we reside in the same town; give me the bill of divorce and I will 
use it, the bill of divorce is unfit for the second man to divorce 
his wife with it. Evidently, even if the bill of divorce was written to 
be used for divorce, if it was not written specifically for the given 
woman it is not valid. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps there it is different, as the bill of 
divorce was specifically designated For the sake of that man’s 
divorce, and therefore it is not valid for the second man’s divorce. 
But a bill of divorce that was written without specification might 
be valid if written for the sake of divorce. 


Rather, derive it from the subsequent clause in that mishna: More- 
over, if he has two wives whose names are identical," and he 
wrote a bill of divorce to divorce the older one, and then recon- 
sidered, he may not divorce the younger one with it. Evidently, a 
bill of divorce must be written specifically to divorce a specific wife. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps there it is different, as the bill of 
divorce was specifically designated for the sake of the divorce 
of that other wife. 


Rather, derive it from the subsequent clause in that mishna: More- 
over, if he said to the scribe [lalavlar]:' Write a bill of divorce for 
one of my two wives who have identical names, and I will use it to 

divorce whichever one of them that I want," this bill of divorce is 

unfit to divorce either wife with it. Evidently, it must be written 

for the divorce of a specific woman. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps there it is different, as there is no 
retroactive designation.” The designation of the bill of divorce 
cannot be determined retroactively. It cannot be used for either 
wife because it was possibly written for the sake of the other wife. 
But a bill of divorce written without specification may be valid. 


Rather, derive it from that mishna (Gittin 26a): With regard to a 
scribe who writes the standard part of [tofesei]' bills of divorce" 
in advance, so that when one requests a bill of divorce, he will have 
to add only the details unique to the case, he must leave empty 
the place of the name of the man, and the place of the name of 
the woman, and the place of the names of the witnesses, and the 
place of the date. And in addition, Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel 
says: A scribe must also leave the place of the essential phrase: 
You are hereby permitted to marry any man, since it must be 
written for the sake of that specific woman. Evidently, a bill of 
divorce must be written for a specific husband and wife, and ifnot 
it is not valid, even if it was written for the sake of divorce. 


Retroactive designation — m7: This refers to the question 
whether an item that was not explicitly designated initially for 
a specific purpose can retroactively be considered as if it were 
designated for that purpose from the outset. This could apply, 
for example, in a case where one declares that the tithe from 
his granary will consist of the last tenth remaining after the rest 
of the produce has been consumed. If the principle of retroac- 


BACKGROUND 
as, although the tithe he designated did not exist as a distinct 
and separate entity when he made his statement, the tithe is 
retroactively that remaining tenth. It is considered as if it were so 
from the outset. There is a dispute among the Sages whether to 
accept the principle of retroactive designation or not. In practice, 
the principle is generally accepted with regard to questions of 
rabbinic law but not concerning matters of Torah law. 


tive designation is accepted, his separation of the tithe is valid, 
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§ Ravina continued to inform Rav Pappa of Rava’s statements: 
Rava further raises another contradiction: Did Rav Yehuda say 
that Rav says that a sin offering that one slaughtered for the 
sake of a burnt offering’ is unfit, whereas if one slaughtered 
the animal for the sake of consumption of non-sacred meat," 
it is fit?’ Apparently, only improper intent that is of its type, i.e., 
for the sake of another offering, ruins the offering and renders 
it unfit, whereas wrong intent that is not of its type, i.e., for the 
sake of consumption of non-sacred meat, is disregarded and does 
not ruin it. 


And Rava raises a contradiction from the aforementioned mishna 
(Gittin 24a): Any bill of divorce that was written not for the 
sake of the woman who is being divorced with it is not valid; 
and by inference, even if it was written for the sake of a gentile 
woman, it is not valid. With regard to the matter of divorce, a 
gentile woman is not of the same type as a Jewish woman, as the 
halakhot of bills of divorce are irrelevant to her. 


And Rava resolves the contradiction: Ifa bill of divorce is written 
for the sake of a gentile woman it is not valid, because if you 
remove the intent for the sake of a gentile woman from it, it 
is considered to be without specification of the woman who is 
divorced with it, and a bill of divorce written without specification 
is not valid. But if sacrificial animals are slaughtered for the sake 
of consumption of non-sacred meat, they remain fit, since if you 
remove the non-sacred intent from them, they are considered 
to be without specification, and offerings slaughtered without 
specification are fit. 


§ And Rava raised another contradiction: Did Rav Yehuda say 
that Rav says that a sin offering that one slaughtered for the sake 
of a burnt offering is unfit, whereas if one slaughtered it for the 
sake of consumption of non-sacred meat it is fit? Apparently, he 
holds that only improper intent that is ofits type ruins it, whereas 
wrong intent that is not of its type does not ruin it. 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The Torah states with regard to ritu- 
ally impure carcasses of creeping animals: “And every earthen 
vessel into whose interior any of them falls, anything that is in its 


interior shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:33). From the word “interior” 


it is derived that only food in its interior is rendered impure, but 
not any food that is in the interior of its interior," i.e., in another 
vessel within the earthenware vessel. And this is the halakha not 
only if the inner vessel is an earthenware vessel; even if it is a metal 
or wooden vessel, which is purified though rinsing" in a ritual bath 
and is therefore susceptible to impurity from its exterior, it never- 
theless protects" food that is inside it from being rendered impure. 
Evidently, even a vessel that is not of the same type serves to nullify 
the status of the interior of an earthenware vessel. 


HALAKHA 


For the sake of consumption of non-sacred meat - psn ow): 
If a sin offering was slaughtered for the sake of another type of 
offering, e.g., a burnt offering, it is unfit. If it was slaughtered for 
the consumption of non-sacred meat, it is fit, but it does not 
satisfy the obligation of its owner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:4). 


But not the interior of its interior — isin Jin xy: Ifa vessel has 
an impure item in it, and the vessel was put inside an earthen- 
ware vessel so that its brim projects out of the earthenware 


vessel, the earthenware vessel is pure, even if the impure item 
is in its airspace. The source for this is the expression in the verse 
“into whose interior” which excludes the interior of its interior. 
Similarly, if an earthenware vessel is impure, and another 
vessel containing food is inserted inside so that its brim projects 
out of the former, the food is not rendered impure, even if it is 
in the airspace of the earthenware vessel; as the verse states: 
“Anything that is in its interior shall be impure,’ excluding the 
interior of its interior (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 4:8-9). 
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BACKGROUND 


Burnt offering - mhiy: A burnt offering is totally consumed 
on the altar in the Temple. A burnt offering may be brought 
from male cattle, sheep, goats, pigeons, or doves. Private 
individuals generally bring this offering as a gift offering. 
There are times when it is sacrificed to atone for the willful 
non-fulfillment of a positive mitzva or for immoral or idola- 
trous thoughts, and there are certain situations where indi- 
viduals are required to bring a burnt offering together with 
other offerings. Many of the communal offerings, e.g., the 
daily offering and many of the additional offerings brought 
on Shabbat and Festivals, are burnt offerings. 

Burnt offerings are considered sacrifices of the most 
sacred order. They must be slaughtered in the northern por- 
tion of the Temple courtyard and their blood is placed on 
the two opposite corners of the altar, i.e., the northeastern 
and southwestern corners, so that it touches all four sides. 
Afterward, the animal’s hide is removed and given to the 
priests, and its limbs are separated. The remainder of the 
blood is then poured out at the base of the altar and the 
limbs are sacrificed on the altar. 


NOTES 


If one slaughtered it for the sake of non-sacred meat 
it is fit - aywa phan ow) mym: The Rambam rules that 
although a Paschal offering i is similar to a sin offering in that 
both are disqualified if they are slaughtered for the sake of 
the wrong offering, a Paschal offering that is slaughtered for 
the sake of consumption of non-sacred meat is disqualified, 
whereas a sin offering is not. This ruling is derived in the 
Jerusalem Talmud from the verse: “It is the offering of the 
Lord's Passover” (Exodus 12:27). The Rambam also writes that 
in a case where a sin offering was slaughtered for the sake of 
consumption of non-sacred meat, although the offering is fit, 
it does not satisfy the obligation of its owner. The Ramban 
(Milhamot HaShem on tractate Rosh HaShana) maintains that 
it does satisfy the obligation of the owner (see Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna, and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:11). 


A vessel purified through rinsing - qw 13: Wood or metal 
vessels are purified through rinsing, i.e., immersion in a ritual 
bath. Earthenware vessels cannot be purified without break- 
ing them. The term rinsing is based on the verse: “And every 
vessel of wood shall be rinsed in water” (Leviticus 15:12), and 
on the verse: “And if it be cooked in a copper vessel, it shall 
be scoured, and rinsed in water” (Leviticus 6:21). While a 
vessel purified through rinsing becomes impure by means 
of simple contact with a source of ritual impurity, earthen- 
ware vessels contract impurity only on the inside, and then 
only when the source of ritual impurity enters their inner 
airspace (see Leviticus 11:33). Vessels of both types impart 
ritual impurity to food and liquids by those means through 
which they are susceptible to impurity. 


And even if it is a vessel purified through rinsing it pro- 
tects - bow jw 13 Thayi: One might have thought that 
only if the inner vessel is earthenware does it prevent the 
food inside it from contracting impurity from a source of 
impurity in the outer vessel, because an earthenware ves- 
sel is unique in not being susceptible to impurity from its 
exterior. Therefore, since the inner vessel cannot be rendered 
impure by the outer vessel, the food inside it also remains 
pure. By contrast, since a vessel purified through rinsing is 
susceptible to impurity from its exterior, one might have 
thought that it cannot prevent food inside it from contract- 
ing impurity (Rashi). 
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————_ HALAKHA ——— 


An oven that one divided with boards - 7137 
mp3 ixynw: If there is an impure item on one 
side ofan ‘earthenware vessel, and that vessel was 
divided with a partition from its base to its brim, 
the entire vessel is impure, including the section 
of the vessel on the other side of the partition, as 
a vessel is not normally divided with a partition. 
Therefore, if an oven was divided with boards and 
an impure item was found on one side, the entire 
oven is impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 4:7). 


A round barrel that is broken and plugged 
up with straw — wpa appa ANS now mya: 
A broken barrel is not considered a vessel and 
therefore does not prevent the transmission of 
impurity between its contents and an earthenware 
vessel in which it is placed, even if the barrel is 
plugged up with straw; in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 4:11). 
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And Rava resolves the contradiction as follows: A vessel purified 
through rinsing is actually considered of the same type as an 
earthenware vessel, since they are both vessels. Concerning 
the halakhot of impurity, the equivalent of intent with regard 
to the consumption of non-sacred meat is an item that is not a 
vessel at all; the Sages rendered non-sacred meat with regard 
to sacrificial animals like a partition with regard to an earthen- 
ware oven: Just as a partition in an oven is not effective at all 
in preventing the transmission of impurity from one side to the 
other since it is not a vessel, so too, slaughtering an offering 
for the consumption of non-sacred meat is not effective at all 
with regard to rendering sacrificial animals unfit. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Kelim 8:1): In the case of 
an oven that one divided! with boards" or with curtains, and 
the carcass of a creeping animal’ was found in one place, all 
of the food in the oven, including that on the other side of the 
partition, is rendered impure. 


The mishna continues: In the case of a round barrel’ that is 
broken and plugged up with straw and lowered into the 
airspace of the oven, if the carcass of a creeping animal is inside 
the barrel, the oven is rendered impure. And if the carcass of a 
creeping animal is in the oven, the food that is inside the barrel 
is rendered impure. The broken barrel is not considered a vessel 
despite its being plugged up with straw, and therefore it does 
not prevent the transmission of impurity between the creeping 
animal and the oven. And Rabbi Eliezer deems the food in the 
barrel pure. 


An oven that one divided — iyynw 1an: When one needed to bake 
a small item in a large oven, one would divide the oven by inserting 
in it a hard partition vertically, so that he would not have to heat 
the entire oven. Furthermore, a large oven was also a convenient 
storage place for cooked or baked food, due to its size and the fact 
that it could be sealed. Therefore, a less substantial partition would 
be used to separate between different food items, e.g. food that 
belonged to different people. 


Replica of clay oven from late antiquity 


Creeping animal - yw: There are just eight creeping animals, small 
mammals, and lizards, whose carcasses impart ritual impurity upon 
contact, or through the airspace of an earthenware vessel (see 
Leviticus 11:29-30). There is no clear oral tradition with regard to the 
identity of the animals listed in the Torah; therefore, determining 
their identity involves educated conjecture. Among the suggestions 
offered are that holed is a rat, akhbar is a mouse, tzavis a dab lizard, 
anaka is a gecko, koah is a monitor lizard, leta’a is the common lizard, 
homet is a skink, and tinshemet is a chameleon. 


Round barrel [kavveret] — m3: Round wicker barrels were often 
used as beehives in antiquity. In modern Hebrew, the word kawveret 


means beehive. 


Wicker beehive similar to those used during talmudic times 


paea up with straw — wa Mp5: Straw, i.e. the dry grain stalks 
that remain after threshing, hada ee monetary value but was very 
useful. It was used as construction material; as a cover for fruit or 
utensils, either to protect them or to hide them; as a convenient 
platform upon which to place things; as wrapping material; for 
roofs; and for other purposes. Straw was also used as fuel; although 
it burns quickly, it is also ignited easily. It was used for heating, bak- 
ing, and cooking. One of the uses of straw was to seal cracks, e.g., 
cracks in the ground, in walls, or in utensils. 
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The mishna continues: Rabbi Eliezer said: My opinion can be 
inferred a fortiori: If a barrel or any other partition between some 
item and a corpse under the same roof protects the item from 
becoming impure, even though impurity imparted by a corpse” is 
severe in that it lasts seven days, shouldn’t a partition protect food 
in the airspace of an earthenware vessel from impurity imparted 
by the carcass of a creeping animal, which is mild by comparison? 


The mishna continues: The Rabbis said to him: Your inference is 
not correct. 


Ifa partition protects an item from impurity imparted by a corpse, 
which is severe, this is only because such impurity is unique in that 
it is imparted to that which is in the same tent, i.e., under the same 
roof, and tents are divided" by partitions. If so, should a partition 
protect food from impurity imparted in an earthenware vessel, 
which, although mild, is not divided by partitions, like tents are? 


The Gemara notes: The comparison between non-sacred meat 
vis-a-vis offerings and a partition in an earthenware vessel works 
out well according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that 
a partition does not prevent transmission of impurity inside an 
earthenware vessel. But according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who maintains that a partition is effective in an earthenware oven, 
what can be said?" How is this compatible with the principle that 
an item is not affected by something not of its type? 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Eliezer agrees with this principle. Yet 
he says that a partition in an earthenware vessel is effective due to 
his a fortiori inference, which overrides the principle that an item 
is not affected by something not of its type. 


The Gemara challenges: If that is so, that an a fortiori inference 
overrides this principle, let us say an a fortiori inference there as 
well, with regard to a sin offering that was slaughtered for the con- 
sumption of non-sacred meat: If slaughtering sacrificial animals for 
the sake of other sacrificial animals desecrates those sacrificial 
animals, all the more so is it not clear that slaughtering them for the 
consumption of non-sacred meat desecrates them? 


The Gemara responds: Rather, the reasoning behind the statement 

of Rav" that a sin offering slaughtered for the consumption of non- 
sacred meat is fit is not in accordance with this principle at all, but 
it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. As Rabbi 
Elazar says: What is the reasoning behind the statement of Rav? 
The verse: “And they shall not desecrate the sacred items of the 
children of Israel, which they set apart unto the Lord” (Leviticus 
22:15), teaches that only improper intentions for the sake of sacred 
items, i.e., offerings, desecrate sacred items, but non-sacred intent 
does not desecrate sacred items. 


The Gemara notes: Apparently, an inference from a verse can come 
to rule out a conflicting a fortiori inference. If so, here too, with 
regard to a partition in an oven, let the verse “and every earthen 
vessel into whose interior any of them falls” come to rule out Rabbi 
Eliezer’s a fortiori inference" that a partition prevents food in an 
oven from becoming impure. 


BACKGROUND 

Ritual impurity imparted by a corpse — nat nxaww: Corpses 
are the ultimate primary source of ritual impurity [avi avot 
hatuma]. A person or item rendered impure by a corpse 
becomes impure at the level of a primary source of ritual 
impurity [av hatuma], and imparts that impurity to people 
and garments for a period of seven days. A corpse transfers 
impurity by contact and by being carried, and also, uniquely, 
by what is known as impurity imparted in a tent. The latter 
form of transference takes place if an individual is under the 
same roof as a human corpse. Ritual impurity is caused not 
only by a whole corpse but also by parts of it, although there 
are many complex details with regard to the parts of a body 
considered significant enough to impart this form of impu- 
rity. Many authorities claim that only Jewish corpses impart 
this impurity. Another unusual feature of impurity caused 
by corpses is that a metal utensil or vessel that touches a 
corpse assumes the status of the corpse itself and causes 
anyone who touches it or comes under the same roof with 
it to become impure at the level of a primary source of ritual 
impurity. The halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse 
appear primarily in tractate Oholot. 


— NOTES 9———_____- 
Because tents are divided — porixa apn 12W: In other 
words, since it is common for a tent to be divided into sepa- 
rate rooms with a partition, a partition is recognized with 
regard to the halakhot of impurity imparted by a corpse, since 
such impurity is uniquely transmitted in a tent, i.e., to that 
which is under the same roof. 


According to Rabbi Eliezer what can be said — ay rah 
sod XDN NNA: In other words, Rav’s principle is apparently 
subject to a dispute between tanna’im and is not universally 
accepted (Rashi). 


Rather the reasoning of Rav - 311 kayD Kb: Tosefot Tukh 
explains that the word: Rather, demonstrates that the Gemara 
rejects its initial premise that Rav’s statement is based on the 
principle that an item is not affected by something that is not 
of its type, and cites a verse as an alternative basis for his state- 
ment. This interpretation is slightly difficult, as the Gemara 
continues to discuss the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, indicating 
that this answer pertains specifically to his opinion. 


To rule out Rabbi Eliezer’s a fortiori inference - bpn mpa 
‘aim: In other words, the need to derive from the term 
“whose interior” that ifa vessel is put in an earthenware vessel 
it separates between the contents of the two vessels indicates 
that a partition does not separate between the sides of an 
earthenware vessel. If a partition had been an effective divider 
despite the fact that it does not have its own interior, certainly 
a vessel that has its own interior would be an effective divider 
in the airspace of an earthenware vessel. It would not have 
been necessary to derive this halakha from the verse (see 
Rashi). 
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BACKGROUND 

Food that one kneaded with clay - baw phais 
wwa: People would sometimes cover food with 
clay before putting it in the oven, either to prevent 
it from heating up too quickly, or in order to help 
the food retain a certain shape. After the food 
was baked, the clay covering would serve as a 
container and a means of preserving the food. 


NOTES 


For a person who is obligated to bring a burnt 
offering it is fit — mwa niy syariaw on by: Since 
a sin offering cannot be brought voluntarily, as it 
is brought only by one who is obligated to bring 
it for committing a sin, intent to sacrifice a sin 
offering for a person who is not obligated to bring 
one is meaningless and therefore disregarded. 


The other is similar to him — 797 %37 HAN: 
This presumption is based on the principle that 
an item is affected only by something that is of 
its type (Rashi). 
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The Gemara responds: This expression: “Whose interior,’ does not 
indicate that a partition is ineffective, as it is necessary to teach 
another halakha, namely, that food that one kneaded with clay,® 
covering it from all sides, and put in the airspace of an oven that 
had the carcass of a creeping animal in it is impure. Because it might 
enter your mind to say that since the food cannot become impure 
by touching an impure item, as the clay serves as an interposition, 
it also cannot become impure by being put in the airspace of an 
impure oven. The phrase “in whose interior any of them falls” teaches 
us that the food does contract impurity. 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, who apparently do interpret 
the verse as teaching that a partition is ineffective in preventing the 
contracting of impurity in an earthenware vessel, how do they derive 
that food covered with clay and placed in an impure oven is impure? 
The Gemara answers: These matters do not need a verse to teach 
them. Such food has the same status as any other food in an impure 
oven, and the halakha therefore is self-evident. 


§ Rav Yosefbar Ami raises a contradiction between Rav’s statement 
with regard to deviation with regard to the type of offering, i.e., 
slaughtering for the sake of a different type of offering, and Rav’s 
statement with regard to deviation with regard to the owner, i.e., 
slaughtering for the sake of someone other than the offering’s owner, 
and he then resolves the contradiction. 


The contradiction is as follows: Did Rav say that a sin offering that 
one slaughtered for the sake of another sin offering, i.e., one that 
the owner is obligated to bring for a different transgression, is fit, but 
that if one slaughtered it for the sake of a burnt offering it is unfit? 
Apparently, slaughtering an offering with an improper intention not 
of its type ruins it; whereas intent that is of its type does not ruin it. 


But doesn’t Rav say that a sin offering that one slaughtered for a 
person who is not its owner but who nevertheless is obligated to 
bring a sin offering is unfit, whereas if one slaughtered it for a person 
who is obligated to bring a burnt offering, it is fit?’ Apparently, an 
improper intention that is of its type ruins the offering, whereas 
intent not of its type does not ruin it. 


And he resolves the contradiction as follows: There, with regard to 
deviation from the type of offering, the Merciful One states in the 
Torah: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33). And 
here a sin offering was slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering, and 
therefore although it was for the sake of a different sin offering, it 
remains fit. 


Here, concerning deviation with regard to the owner, it is written 
in the Torah concerning a sin offering: “And he shall be forgiven’ 
(Leviticus 4:26), indicating that specifically he, the owner, but not 
another person, shall be forgiven. Therefore, ifa sin offering is slaugh- 
tered for the sake of another person, it is unfit. The other person to 
whom this is referring is presumably similar to him," the owner of 
the sin offering, in that he is obligated to make atonement similar 
to that of the owner. Therefore, if the other person is obligated to 
bring a burnt offering and not a sin offering, this disqualification 
does not apply. 


oy 


§ Rav Haviva raises a contradiction between Rav’s statement con- 
cerning deviation with regard to the owner and the aforementioned 
baraita concerning the interior of its interior, i.e., a vessel placed in 
an earthenware vessel, and resolves the contradiction. 


The contradiction is as follows: But did Rav say that a sin offering 
that one slaughtered for a person other than its owner but who is 
also obligated to bring a sin offering is unfit, whereas if one slaugh- 
tered it for a person obligated to bring a burnt offering, it is fit? 
Apparently, an improper intention that is ofits type ruins it, whereas 
intent that is not of its type does not ruin it. 
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But isn’t it taught in a baraita that if the carcass of a creeping 
animal is found inside an earthenware vessel, the vessel’s interior 
is rendered impure but not the interior of its interior, and even 
a vessel purified through rinsing, if placed in the earthenware 
vessel, protects food inside it from contracting impurity? Evi- 
dently, impurity in the airspace of an earthenware vessel can be 
contained by something not of its type. 


And Rav Haviva resolves the contradiction as follows: The expres- 
sion: Whose interior [tokho], is written four times. In other 
words, in the verse: “And every earthen vessel into whose interior 
[tokho] any of them falls, anything that is in its interior [tokho] 
shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:33), the word tokho is mentioned 
twice, and each time, the verse could have written: The interior. 
Since the possessive: Its, is added to each instance, the verse is 
interpreted exegetically as though the word interior [tokh] were 
mentioned four times: Interior [tokh], whose interior [ tokho], 
interior [tokh], and its interior [tokho]. 


One of these is necessary to teach the matter itself, that an im- 
pure earthenware vessel imparts impurity to food in its airspace; 
and one instance is used for a verbal analogy” between the two 
instances of the word interior, from which it is derived that an 
earthenware vessel itself contracts impurity from impure items 
in its airspace. 


One indicates that the interior airspace of this, i.e., an earthen- 
ware vessel, renders food impure, but not the interior of another 
type of vessel, which imparts impurity only through contact; and 
the other instance indicates that its interior, but not the interior 
of its interior, imparts impurity, and that even a vessel purified 
through rinsing, if placed in the earthenware vessel, protects food 
inside it from becoming impure. Consequently, it is derived from 
a verse that inside an earthenware vessel, other vessels not of its 
type can block the transmission of impurity. Since this halakha is 
derived from a verse written in that context, there is no reason to 
assume that a similar halakha would apply to slaughter. 


Q The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that we require 
that an offering’s slaughter be performed for its own sake? It is 
derived from a verse, as the verse states: “And if his offering is a 
sacrifice [zevah] of peace offerings” (Leviticus 3:1), teaching 
that slaughter [zeviha] must be performed for the sake of a 
peace offering.’ 


The Gemara challenges: But perhaps when the verse states: “A 
sacrifice of peace offerings,’ “a sacrifice of peace offerings” is 
simply the name of this type of offering, and is not referring to 
intent of the one slaughtering it. 


The Gemara answers: From the fact that it is written in other 
verses: “Who offers the blood of the peace offering” (Leviticus 
7:33), and: “Who sprinkles the blood of the peace offering’ 
(Leviticus 7:14), and the term: A sacrifice [zevah], is not written, 
whereas here, in this verse, the term: “A sacrifice [zevah] of peace 
offerings,” is written, learn from it that the slaughter [zeviha] 
must be performed for the sake of a peace offering. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that slaugh- 
ter must be performed for the sake of the offering being sacrificed. 
From where do we derive that the other sacrificial rites, i.e., 
collecting the blood, conveying it to the altar, and sprinkling it 
on the altar, must also be performed for the sake of the offering? 


BACKGROUND 
Verbal analogy — mw m3: The verbal analogy is a fun- 
damental talmudic principle of biblical exegesis, appear- 
ing in all the standard lists of hermeneutical principles. If 
he same word or phrase appears in two places in the 


Torah, and a certain halakha is explicitly stated in one of 


hese places, it is inferred on the basis of verbal analogy 
hat the same halakha applies in the other case as well. 
Certain restrictions were placed on the use of this prin- 
ciple to prevent unfounded conclusions being drawn. 
ost significantly, one cannot infer a verbal analogy on 
one’s own, i.e., only a verbal analogy based on received 
radition is valid. 


NOTES 
For the sake of a peace offering - ony ow: This 
discussion about the obligation to sacrifice an offering 
for its own sake and for the sake of the owner is relevant 
with regard to a peace offering. The Gemara discusses 
later (4b) the source for these halakhot with regard to 
other offerings. 


BACKGROUND 


Peace offering - Dw: Male and female cattle or sheep 

or goats may be sacrificed as peace offerings. As offerings 

of lesser sanctity they may be slaughtered anywhere 

within the Temple courtyard. Their blood is sprinkled on 

he two opposite corners of the altar in such a manner 
hat it will touch each of the altar’s four sides. Part of each 

peace offering is burned on the altar; part, namely, the 

breast and the right hind leg, is given to the priests; and 

he rest is eaten anywhere in Jerusalem by the person 

bringing the offering, either on the day the animal is 

sacrificed, on the following day, or during the interven- 
ing night. Any ritually pure Jew may join the owner in 

partaking of the peace offering. With the exception of the 

Festival peace offering and a few other cases, peace offer- 
ings are brought voluntarily, i.e., they are gift offerings. 
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Collection of the blood - ma: These are the four stan- 
dard sacrificial rites pertaining to offerings: Slaughtering 
the animal, collecting its blood in a vessel, conveying the 
blood to the altar, and sprinkling it on the altar. Collecting 
refers to the act of receiving the blood that spurts from 
the neck of a sacrificial animal when it is slaughtered. The 
blood is received in one of the sacred vessels used in the 
Temple. Collection may be performed only by a priest. 
Although collection of the blood is not mentioned explic- 
tly in the Torah as an independent rite, it is a necessary 
stage in the process of sacrificing offerings. Conveying 
the blood is not an essential rite in practical terms; if the 
offering is slaughtered close to the altar it is possible to 
sprinkle the blood immediately without conveying it. 


Slaughter of the bull in the Temple courtyard on Yom Kippur 


Sprinkling of the blood — mpm: This term refers to the 
presenting of sacrificial blood on the altar. It is one of the 
four sacrificial rites involved in the sacrifice of every anima 
ffering in the Temple. The manner in which the blood 
was presented on the altar varies according to the nature 
of the particular offering. The presenting of blood on the 
altar is the essential element for an offering to bring abou 
atonement. Accordingly, as soon as the blood is presented 
as required on the altar, the person who brought the offer- 
ing has achieved atonement, even if the later sacrificia 
rites associated with the offering are not completed in 
the required manner. 


=] 


Sprinkling the blood on the altar 


Inner sin offerings — nia nixyn: These are offerings 
whose blood is sprinkled in the Sanctuary or in the Holy 
of Holies. This category includes the Yom Kippur bull and 
the Yom Kippur goat, whose blood is sprinkled between 
the staves of the Ark, on the curtain, and on the golden 
altar. Other such offerings are the bull for an unintentional 
communal sin, the bull of the anointed priest, and the 
goat of idol worship, whose blood is sprinkled on the 
curtain and on the golden altar. In all these cases, unlike 
other offerings, any omission occurring in the ceremony 
of sprinkling the blood disqualifies them. The remaining 
blood is poured on the western base of the altar. The flesh 
of these sacrifices is not eaten, but is burned outside Jeru- 
salem after being cut up into pieces, with all its inner parts 
and excreta. Ordinary sin offerings are occasionally called 
outer sin offerings, in contrast to the inner ones, since their 
blood is sprinkled on the external altar. 
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And if you would say: Let us derive from the fact that slaughter 
must be performed for the sake of the offering that the other 
sacrificial rites must be performed for the sake of the offering 
as well, this derivation can be refuted, as slaughter has a unique 
element of stringency: What is unique about slaughter? It is 
unique in that with regard to a Paschal offering, the offering is 
disqualified if it is slaughtered not for the sake of those who eat 
it." Ifthe Paschal offering is slaughtered for the sake of people who 
are incapable of eating it, such as one who is too ill to eat, it is 
disqualified. By contrast, performing other rites with this intent 
does not disqualify the offering. Therefore, one cannot assume 
that a halakha that applies to slaughter applies to other rites as well. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the verse states: “Who sacrifices 
[hamakriv] the blood of the peace offering” (Leviticus 7:33)," 
referring to the one who collects the blood of the offering, as the 
Gemara will explain. This phrase indicates that the collection of 
the blood”? must be performed for the sake of a peace offering." 


The Gemara challenges: And let the Merciful One write this 
halakha in the Torah only with regard to the collection of the 
blood, and we would derive from it that slaughter must also 
be performed for the sake of the offering. 


The Gemara answers: Because such a derivation can be refuted 
as follows: What is unique about collection of the blood? It is 
unique in that it is not valid if performed by a non-priest or a 
woman, whereas slaughter can be performed by any competent 
Jew. Therefore, one cannot assume that a halakha that applies to 
collection applies to slaughter as well. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that slaugh- 
ter and collection of the blood must be performed for the sake 

of the offering. From where do we derive that this halakha applies 

to the sprinkling of the blood’ as well? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from these rites, i.e., slaugh- 
ter and collection, that this halakha applies to the sprinkling of 
the blood as well, this derivation can be refuted: What is unique 
about these rites? They are unique in that for offerings of the most 
sacred order, it is required that they be performed in the north 
of the Temple courtyard. And furthermore, these rites are per- 
formed in the sacrifice of inner sin offerings’ as well as standard 
sin offerings. The sprinkling of the blood on the external altar, by 
contrast, is performed in all portions of the Temple courtyard, and 
it is not performed in the sacrifice of inner sin offerings, whose 
blood is sprinkled only in the Sanctuary. 


| NOTES | 


A Paschal offering is disqualified if slaughtered not for 
the sake of those who eat it - naa pois awd xbw mbpor: 
A unique aspect of the Paschal offering i is that its primary mitzva 
is not to sacrifice it, but to eat it. If it is slaughtered for one who 
is incapable of eating it, e.g., for one who is too infirm or too 
ill to eat the offering, it is disqualified. This is derived from the 
verse: “According to every man’s eating you shall slaughter 
the lamb” (Exodus 12:4). It is not disqualified if any of the other 
rites are performed not for the sake of those who eat it. 


Who sacrifices the blood of the peace offering — D1 nx apa 
oben: This sentence is interpreted in reference to collecting 
the blood, as the Gemara states explicitly later on, because it is 
the first rite mentioned in the verse after slaughter (Rashi). It 
cannot be referring to conveying the blood to the altar, as that 
rite is dispensable (Rashi on 13a). 


That collection of the blood must be performed for the sake 
of a peace offering - ohw owh map xan: This is derived 
from the superfluous term “of the peace offering” Since the 
entire passage discusses the peace offering, it would have been 
sufficient for the verse to state: “Who offers the blood” 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, the verse states: “Who sprinkles 
the blood of the peace offering” (Leviticus 7:14), indicating that 
the sprinkling of the blood must be performed for the sake ofa 
peace offering. 


The Gemara challenges: And let the Merciful One write this 
halakha only with regard to sprinkling, and we would derive 
from it that it applies to slaughter and collection as well. 


The Gemara answers: That would not be sufficient, because such 
a derivation can be refuted, as sprinkling has a unique element of 
stringency. What is unique about sprinkling? It is unique in that 
a non-priest is liable to be punished with death at the hand of 
Heaven for performing it." 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for this halakha with regard 
to all four rites save conveying the blood to the altar. From where 
do we derive that this latter rite must also be performed for the 
sake of the offering? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from all the other rites that 
conveying the blood must also be performed for the sake of the 
offering, this derivation can also be refuted: What is unique about 
all of the other rites? They are unique in that each of them is an 
indispensable rite. Would you say that any requirement that 
applies to those rites necessarily applies also with regard to con- 
veying the blood, which is dispensable? If an offering is slaugh- 
tered by the side of the altar, it is unnecessary to convey its blood 
to the altar. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the verse states: “And the priest 
shall sacrifice [vehikriv] the whole, and make it smoke upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:13), and the Master said that this is referring 
to conveying the limbs of the offering to the ramp of the altar. 
And it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And Aaron's 
sons, the priests, shall present [vehikrivu] the blood” (Leviticus 
1:5), that this is referring to the collection of the blood. And one 
can infer that the Merciful One expresses collection of the blood 
in the same language used for conveying, to say that you should 
not exclude conveying from the category of collection of the 
blood. Therefore, the halakhot of collection apply to conveying. 


The Gemara asks further: And we found a source for the halakha 
concerning deviation with regard to the type of offering, i.e., that 
an offering may not be slaughtered for the sake of a different type 
of offering. From where do we derive the halakha concerning 
deviation with regard to the owner, i.e., that an offering may not 
be slaughtered for the sake of one who is not the owner? 


Rav Pinhas, son of Rav Ami, says: The verse states with regard 
to a thanks offering: “And the meat of the sacrifice [zevah] of 
his thanksgiving peace offering shall be eaten on the day of his 
offering” (Leviticus 7:15), apparently indicating that its slaughter 
[zeviha] must be performed for the sake of a thanks offering.® 
And if this language is not needed for the matter’ of deviation 
with regard to the type of offering, and in fact it is not, as we 
already derived this halakha from there, i.e., the verse cited 
concerning peace offerings, apply it to the matter of deviation 
with regard to the owner." It is thereby derived that an offering 
must be slaughtered for the sake of its owner. 


Slaughter for its sake - arn mmat: While sacrificing any type 
of offering, one must have the type of offering and its owner 
in mind. This applies to slaughtering the animal, collecting the 
blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling it on the 


HALAKHA 


the sacrifice of his thanksgiving peace offering,’ which indicates 
that the sacrifice must be performed for the sake of a peace offering, 
or for whichever offering it is (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 4:10). 


altar. This halakha is derived from the verse: “And the meat of 


NOTES 


Anon-priest is liable to be punished with death at 
the hand of Heaven for performing it - why an 
mn Wt: Although it is prohibited for a non-pries 
o collect or convey the blood, and doing so is a 
desecration of the sacrificial rite, anon-priest is liable 
o receive the punishment of death at the hand o 
Heaven for performing the four standard sacrificia 
rites: Sprinkling the blood, burning the portions o 
he offering that are consumed on the altar, pour- 
ing libation wine, and pouring the libation water on 
Sukkot. The element common to all these acts is tha 
hey are all considered complete rites, i.e., they do no 
serve as preparatory rites for other rites. 


BACKGROUND 


Thanks offering — tim: The thanks offering is speci- 
fied in the Torah as a unique type of peace offering. 
The Sages received a tradition, based on Psalms 107, 
with regard to the circumstances that render one 
obligated to bring a thanks offering. Along with the 
animal, typically a sheep or goat, one also brings 
a meal offering in the form of forty loaves of four 
varieties, ten of each. The four types of bread are: 
Leavened loaves called hallot, loaves of matza called 
hallot matza, thin cakes called rekikin, and matzot 
called revukha. 


If it is not needed for the matter — py 12% OX: 
This form of reasoning is one of the thirty-two her- 
meneutic principles of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi 
Yosei. According to most authorities, the conclusions 
drawn from them are as authoritative as they would 
be if they were explicitly written in the Torah (see 
Yad Malakhi). This principle is applied when a verse 
is superfluous in the context in which it is written. At 
he same time, the verse is never applied to matters 
otally unrelated to the meaning of the text. 
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This file may not 


LANGUAGE 


Abba — xax: Abba literally means my father. People 
address their father in this manner out of respect. Simi- 
larly, some refer to their father as Abba Mari, meaning: My 
father, my teacher. Children would normally refer to their 
grandfather as Abba too. 

The name Abba also served as an honorific in the 
period of the Mishna and Talmud, similar to the name Mar 
that was used in Babylonia. Scholars who were elderly 
and commanded respect but were not ordained as rab- 
bis were often referred to as Abba so-and-so. Elijah the 
prophet was sometimes referred to as Abba Elijah. 

The name Abba is also used as a given name. From the 
mishnaic period to the present day, many people have 
carried this name, including several distinguished rabbis. 


PERSONALITIES 


Abba Hanin — p3ņ «ax: Abba Hanin, also referred to as 
Abba Hanan, lived in the third and fourth generations of 
tanna‘im. The appellation Abba was not his given name 
but an honorific. Abba Hanin was a disciple of Rabbi 
Eliezer, and he taught many of his teacher's statements, 
both in halakha and aggada. He was a colleague of 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri and had many discussions and 
disputes with him. Many of Abba Hanin’s statements 
are mentioned in the Mekhilta and Sifrei Bamidbar. In 
some places he is found to have engaged in disputes 
with Rabbi Yoshiya and Rabbi Yehoshua, disciples of 
Rabbi Yishmael. He also transmitted certain statements 
of Rabbi Yehoshua. There exists one statement of Abba 
Hanin’'s that is his own statement and not a citation of 
another tanna. 
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The Gemara asks: But does this verse come to teach this halakha? 
Isn’t it necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: Concerning 
the phrase “and the meat of the sacrifice of his thanksgiving peace 
offering,” Abba! Hanin’ says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: It 
comes to teach that a thanks offering that one slaughtered for 
the sake of a peace offering is fit; whereas a peace offering that 
one slaughtered for the sake of a thanks offering is unfit. What is 
the difference between this offering and that" offering? A thanks 
offering is called a peace offering in that verse, but a peace offering 
is not called a thanks offering. 


The Gemara answers: We are saying that it is derived from the 
superfluous term: “Sacrifice [zevah],” that the slaughter [zeviha] 
must be performed for the sake of the owner. The term “peace 
offering” teaches Abba Hanin’s ruling. 


The Gemara disputes this: But the term “sacrifice [zevah]” is still 
necessary to serve as the source for another halakhic midrash: 
From where is it derived that the meat of a sin offering and a 
guilt offering may be eaten only on the day the animal is sacrificed 
and the following night, like a thanks offering? The verse states: 


“And the meat of the sacrifice [zevah] of his thanksgiving peace 


offering shall be eaten on the day of his offering.” The phrase teaches 
that not only thanks offerings, but any slaughtered offering [zevah | 
is subject to this time limit unless the Torah specifies otherwise. 


The Gemara answers: If that were so, i.e., if the term “sacrifice” indi- 
cated only that a sin offering and a guilt offering may be eaten only 
for the period of time for which a thanks offering may be eaten, 
let the verse write: And the meat of his thanksgiving peace offer- 
ing sacrifice. What is indicated by the mention of the word sacri- 
fice before the phrase “his thanksgiving peace offering”? Rather, 
conclude two conclusions from it." 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that slaughter 
must be performed for the sake of the owner. From where do we 
derive that the other sacrificial rites must also be performed for 
the sake of the owner? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from slaughter that the other 
rites must be performed for the sake of the owner as well, this deriva- 
tion can be refuted: What is unique about slaughter? It is unique 
in that with regard to a Paschal offering, slaughter not for the sake 
of those who eat it disqualifies the offering, whereas performing 
the other rites not for the sake of the owner does not. 


The Gemara answers: A term of slaughter is stated with regard to 
deviation from the type of offering, and a term of slaughter is 
stated with regard to deviation with regard to the owner. Just as 
concerning the term slaughter stated with regard to deviation 
from the type of offering, you did not differentiate between 
slaughter and the other sacrificial rites, and all four rites must 
be performed for the sake of the offering, so too, concerning the 
term slaughter stated with regard to deviation in the context of 
the owner, you should not differentiate between slaughter and 
the other sacrificial rites. 


What is the difference between this and that - m pa wisi ma 
mb: A thanks offering is a specific type of peace offering. There- 
fore, if one intends to sacrifice it for the sake of a peace offering, 
his intent is essentially correct, although it is not properly specific. 
By contrast, if one sacrifices a peace offering for the sake of a 


NOTES 
Conclude two conclusions from it — 0Y Aaa yaw: Although 
it is derived from the word sacrifice that other animal offerings 
are also included in the time limit for eating them, the location 
of this word in the verse indicates an additional halakha: That 
the offering must be sacrificed for the sake of a thanks offering. 


thanks offering, his intent is incorrect, as a regular peace offering 


is not a thanks offering. 
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The Gemara counters: This derivation can be refuted: What is 
unique about deviation from the type of offering, as opposed to 
deviation with regard to the owner? It is unique with regard to four 
matters: First, it is unique in that its disqualification concerns the 
essence of the offering itself. And second, it is unique in that devia- 
tion from the type of offering applies to the four sacrificial rites," 
whereas performing a rite for the sake of the owner is relevant only 
to the sprinkling of the blood, which atones for the owner. 


And third, it is unique in that deviation from the type of offering 
applies even after the death of the owner, when the owner’s heir 
brings the offering, whereas intent for the sake of the owner is 
irrelevant after the owner has died. And fourth, it is unique in that 
deviation from the type of offering applies with regard to com- 
munal offerings" as well as with regard to individual offerings, 
whereas employing the term owner is irrelevant with regard to 
communal offerings, which are owned by the public. 


NOTES 


And it applies to the four sacrificial rites — nitiay parca 130: 
This statement does not mean that performance for the sake 
of the owner is not required in all four sacrificial rites, as this 
requirement is precisely the halakha whose source the Gemara 
is discussing. Rather, this statement means that while the type 
of offering is relevant to all four rites, the identity of the owner 
is relevant only to the sprinkling of the blood, since this is the 


And it applies with regard to communal offerings, etc. — 13201 
"131 N12¥2: Whereas slaughtering a communal offering of one 
type for the sake of a different type of offering, e.g.,a communal 
sin offering for the sake of a burnt offering, constitutes a change 
of the type of offering, improper intent vis-a-vis the owner 
does not apply to communal offerings, as every individual is 
considered a member of the public and is therefore a co-owner 


rite that atones for him. This is why the Gemara (10a) states of the offering. In fact, even sacrificing the offering for the sake 
that slaughtering an offering with the wrong owner in mind of a gentile, who is not a member of the community, does not 
disqualifies it only if the intent of the one who slaughtered it disqualify it, according to the principle stated earlier (3b) that 
was that the blood would be sprinkled for the sake of the wrong _ intent for the sake of the wrong owner disqualifies the offering 
person. If he slaughtered it for the sake of the wrong person but only if he is obligated to provide an atonement similar to the 
did not have this intent concerning the sprinkling of the blood, owner's atonement (Josafot). 


the offering is fit (Rashi; Tosefot Tukh). 
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And although two of these distinctions are not precise, the other 
two are in any event precise distinctions, based upon which a 
distinction can be drawn. 


The Gemara explains why two of the distinctions are not precise: 
What is different about deviation with regard to the owner, such 
that its disqualification does not concern the offering itself? It is 
that this merely constitutes a change of thought. Deviation from 
the type of offering is also merely a change of thought; the offering 
is not physically affected. Rather, this distinction between deviation 
with regard to the owner and deviation from the type of offering is 
false; one should claim that if deviation from the type of offering 
disqualifies it once the one who slaughtered it had that intent, here 
too, once the one who slaughtered it had intent to deviate from its 
owner, he disqualified it. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty with the second distinction, the 
case where the owner died: And according to Rav Pinehas, son of 
Rav Mari, who says that disqualification by deviation with regard 
to the owner applies even after the owner’s death, there is no dis- 
tinction in this regard between deviation from the type of offering 
and deviation with regard to the owner. In any event, there are two 
remaining distinctions based on which the comparison between a 
deviation from the type of offering and a deviation with regard to 
the owner can be refuted. 
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NOTES 

If it was incumbent upon him [alav] he bears responsibil- 
ity for it — inna ayn voy Mx: In other words, the exe- 
getic interpretation of the verse: “And it shall be accepted 

for him to atone for him [alav],” is that in a case of alav, i.e., a 

personal obligation to bring an offering, the fulfillment of his 
obligation is accepted only once the offering can atone, i.e., 
once it is sacrificed. By contrast, gift offerings are accepted 

once they are consecrated (see Commentary of the Ra‘avad 

on Torat Kohanim and Rabbeinu Hillel on Torat Kohanim). 


We found a source for slaughter and sprinkling — mawx 
ap AMI: The source for slaughter is the verse “and the 
meat of the sacrifice of his thanksgiving peace offering,’ as 
explained earlier (4a). The source for sprinkling is the verse 
“And it shall be accepted for him to atone for him” 


BACKGROUND 

Nazirite’s ram - obo: The nazirite’s ram is a peace offering 
included among the sacrifices brought by the nazirite on the 
day he completes his period as a nazirite. The nazirite’s ram 
differs in certain respects from other peace offerings: A spe- 
cial portion, the cooked foreleg, is given to the priest. Also, 
the offering may be eaten only on the day it was sacrificed 
and the following night (see Numbers 6:14-21). 


A generalization and a detail - v9 dbp: When a gener- 
alization in the Torah is followed by its detail or details, it is 
assumed that the generalization refers only to what was 
specified in the details. For example, the Torah states that 
burnt offerings may be brought “from animals, from the 
herd, and from the flock” (Leviticus 1:2). “Animals,’ a gen- 
eralization, includes cattle and animals from the flock, but 
since these were specified separately, after the generaliza- 
ion, it is derived that only cattle and animals from the flock 
may be sacrificed as burnt offerings, not other animals. The 
generalization was included in such cases to prevent one 
rom drawing inferences by analogy from the details cited 
o include additional details. 
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Rather, Rav Ashi says that the halakha that it is prohibited to 
sprinkle the blood for the sake of one other than the owner is 
derived from a verse. The verse states: “And it shall be accepted 
for him to atone for him” (Leviticus 1:4), teaching that the sacri- 
ficial rite that atones for the owner, namely, the sprinkling of the 
blood, must be performed specifically for him, and not for another. 


The Gemara asks: But does this verse come to teach this halakha? 
Isn't it necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: With regard 
to the verse: “And it shall be accepted for him to atone for him 
[alav],” Rabbi Shimon says: This indicates that in a case where 
one consecrated an animal as an offering and it died or was lost, if 
it was initially incumbent upon him [alav] to bring an offering, i.e, 
if he had accepted upon himself a personal obligation to bring an 
offering, he bears responsibility for it," i.e., he is obligated to bring 
another offering in its stead. But ifit was not incumbent upon him 
[alav] to bring an offering, i.e., if he consecrated a specific animal 
without accepting upon himself any personal obligation, he does 
not bear responsibility for it if it dies or is lost. 


And Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi’ says: What is the reasoning behind 
this distinction? Once a person said: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring an offering, it is considered as though the offering is loaded 
upon his shoulders. He does not discharge his obligation until he 
brings some offering. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Ashi says that the halakha that it is 
prohibited to sprinkle the blood for the sake of one other than the 
owner is derived from the phrase “And it shall be accepted for 
him,” not from the term “for him,” on which the baraita is based. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that slaughter 
and the sprinkling" of the blood must be performed for the sake 
of the owner. From where do we derive that the collection of the 
blood must also be performed for the sake of the owner? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from slaughter and sprin- 
kling that collection must also be performed for the sake of the 
owner, this derivation can be refuted: What is unique about 
slaughter and sprinkling? They are unique in that each is a rite 
for which one is liable to be punished with death at the hand of 
Heaven if he performs it outside the Temple. 


Rather, Rav Ashi says that the halakha that the collection of the 
blood must also be performed for the sake of the owner is derived 
from the case of a nazirite’s ram.’ As it is written: “And he shall 
offer the ram for a sacrifice [zevah] of peace offerings unto the 
Lord” (Numbers 6:17), indicating that its offering should be per- 
formed for the sake of a peace offering. And if the verse is not 
necessary for the matter of deviation from the type of offering, 
as we derived that from there, i.e., the verses cited earlier (4a), 
apply it to the matter of deviation with regard to the owner. It 
is thereby derived that its sacrificial rites must be performed for 
the sake of its owner. 


Rav Aha bar Abba said to Rava, in objection to this derivation: 
Say that the term: “Shall offer,” is a generalization and: “A sacri- 
fice [zevah],’ is a detail. According to the principles of biblical 
hermeneutics, where there is a generalization and a detail,’ the 
generalization includes only that which is specified in the detail. 
Accordingly, slaughter [zeviha], yes, must be performed for the 
sake ofits owner; but no other rite must be performed for the sake 
of its owner in order for the offering to be fit. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi - 2°74 33 pms? 27: Rav Yitzhak bar 
Avdimi was a third-generation Babylonian amora, not to be con- 
fused with Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi, who was a first-generation 
amora in Eretz Yisrael and was a disciple of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
He was famous for his many interpretations of biblical verses, 


and Rava, his disciple and a fourth-generation Babylonian 
amora, would say that any verse that is not explained by Rav 
Yitzhak bar Avdimi is left unexplained. Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi 
brought evidence of, and allusions to, many statements of the 
Sages in the Bible itself. 
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The Gemara answers: If it had been written: Shall offer the ram for 
peace offerings as a sacrifice [zevah], it would be as you say. The 
clause: Shall offer the ram for peace offerings, would be considered 
a generalization, and: Sacrifice [zevah], would be a detail. Now that 
it is written: “Shall offer the ram for a sacrifice [zevah] of peace 
offerings,” the term “shall offer” is an incomplete generalization,’ 
as the term “for a sacrifice” interrupts between “shall offer” and 


“peace offerings.” And one cannot derive a halakha from any incom- 


plete generalization by employing the principle of a generalization 
and a detail. 


Ravina says there is a different answer: Actually, one can derive a 
halakha from verses with incomplete generalizations using the prin- 
ciple of a generalization and a detail. And the reason this halakha 
applies to other rites besides slaughter is that by adding the term 


“unto the Lord,’ it then makes a generalization.’ 


Before Ravina concluded his interpretation, Rav Aha of Difti said 

to Ravina: But the former generalization is dissimilar to the latter 
generalization. The former generalization includes only the essen- 
tial sacrificial actions and nothing more, whereas the latter gener- 
alization includes any sacrificial duty unto the Lord, and even 

pouring the remains of the blood on the base of the altar and burn- 
ing the sacrificial portions of the offering on the altar. Ravina 

responded: The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught generalizations 

and details in cases like this. 


Ravina concludes his explanation: Since the term: “Unto the Lord,” 
is another generalization, the verse is formulated as a generalization, 
and a detail, and a generalization, and you may deduce that the 
verse is referring only to items similar to the detail. Just as the 
mentioned detail, slaughter, is defined as an essential rite and we 
require that it be performed for the sake of the owner, so too, 
we require that every essential rite be performed for the sake of 
the owner. 


The Gemara asks: If the verse is referring only to actions similar 
to the detail, not all of the essential rites are necessarily included. 
Perhaps it should be derived that just as the mentioned detail, 
slaughter, is defined as an essential rite, and one is liable to be 
punished with death at the hand of Heaven for performing it outside 
the Temple, so too, any essential rite for which one is liable to be 
punished with death at the hand of Heaven for performing it outside 
the Temple is included in the verse. Accordingly, slaughter and 
sprinkling the blood are included, but collection of the blood 
and conveying it are not. 


Alternatively, it could be derived that just as the item mentioned in 

the detail is clearly defined as an action that requires performance 

in the north of the Temple courtyard and is performed in the sacri- 
fice of inner sin offerings, so too, any rite that requires performance 

in the north and is performed in the sacrifice of inner sin offerings 

is included in the halakha. Accordingly, slaughter and collection 

are included; sprinkling the blood is not. 


The Gemara answers: Both possibilities are equally valid; this deriva- 
tion can be said and that derivation can be said. Either collection 
or sprinkling might be included in the halakha. Consequently, they 
are equal, and therefore both are included. Or according to another 
version of the Gemara’s answer, they are equal, and therefore each 
one, i.e., both collection and sprinkling, shall stand in its status. 


The Gemara provides an alternative answer: If you wish, say instead 
that sprinkling is derived from the verse that Rav Ashi cited: 


“And it shall be accepted for him to atone for him.” Therefore, 


when the verse states: “And he shall offer the ram for a sacrifice of 
peace offerings unto the Lord,” indicating the inclusion of rites 
similar to slaughter, it is apparently referring not to sprinkling but 
to collection. 


NOTES 
An incomplete generalization — xn iyxw dbp: The 
principle of a generalization and a detail applies only 
if the generalization is itself a complete statement, and 
the detail narrows it to a specific case. In this case, the 
term “shall offer,’ is not a complete statement, as it does 
not clarify which type of offering shall be offered. Since 
the detail interrupts the generalization before it is fully 
introduced, the principle of a generalization and a detail 
does not apply. 


It then makes a generalization -3 Xy: The principle 
of a generalization, and a detail, and a generalization, is 
an extension of the principle of a generalization and 
a detail. Whereas in the case of a generalization and a 
detail, the generalization includes only that which is 
spelled out in the detail, in a case where there is another 
generalization after the detail, the detail is interpreted as 
an example of a more general category, which includes 
matters that are similar to the detail. 


Slaughter and collection are included - map mone 
pr: If collection of the blood is included, conveying the 
blood is also included, as the halakhot of the latter are 
always juxtaposed with those of the former, as derived 
from a verse (see 4a). 
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BACKGROUND 


Placing hands on the head of an offering - "2: 
All offerings brought to the Temple by an individual, 
with the exceptions of the firstborn of a kosher animal, a 
Paschal offering, and an animal tithe, require the person 
bringing the offering to perform the rite of placing hands. 
This is accomplished by pressing down with all one’s 
strength both of one’s hands between the horns on the 
head of the animal to be sacrificed, before it is slaughtered. 
o communal offerings require this rite except the bull 
brought for an unwitting communal sin and the scape- 
goat on Yom Kippur. When performing this ritual for a 
sin offering, a guilt offering, or a voluntary burnt offering, 
he person bringing the offering also recites a confes- 
sional prayer. An offering requiring placing of hands is 
not invalidated if this ceremony is not performed. Women 
are not obligated to perform the rite of placing hands. 
According to some opinions, they may perform a ritual 
approximating it if they so desire. 


Libations — D303: Wine sacrificed on the altar is referred 
to as a libation. Wine libations are brought together with 
burnt offerings of animals and peace offerings, as well as 
with the leper's sin offering and guilt offering. Different 
quantities of wine are required, depending on the animal 
that is sacrificed: One-fourth of a hin, i.e. three /og, where a 
log is between 300 and 600 ml, accompanies any sheep or 
goat offerings; one-third of a hin, or four log, is brought in 
conjunction with a ram; and half a hin, or six log, is brought 
with a bullock. Libations of wine can also be brought as 
independent, voluntary offerings. The wine is brought to 
he top of the altar where it is poured into a receptacle. 
From there it flows through a spigot onto the altar and 
hrough a hole in the top of the structure. 


Waving - maa: A waving action is performed with peace 
offerings, the thanks offering, and the nazirite’s ram. Fol- 
owing the slaughter of the animal and the sprinkling of 
its blood on the altar, the animal carcass is skinned; its fats, 
idneys, and tail are removed, and the breast and hind leg 
are separated. These parts are grasped by the individual 
bringing the offering, and the officiating priest puts his 
hands beneath those of the offering’s owner. Together 
hey wave the sacrificial parts in the four directions of the 
compass, then up and down. If a thanks offering is being 
brought, four bread loaves of different types are placed 
above the pile of animal parts before the waving com- 
mences. In two instances, a live animal is waved before 
it is slaughtered: The Shavuot lambs and the leper's guilt 
offering are both waved by the priest as an initial step in 
sacrificing these offerings. Apart from these animal offer- 
ings, there are several meal offerings that are waved as 
well. The omer meal offering is brought on the sixteenth of 
Nisan and waved by the priest. The meal offering of a sota 
is waved by the woman suspected of adultery. Following 
the naziriteship term of a man or a woman, the hind leg 
of the ram brought as a peace offering is waved by the 
nazirite, along with a wafer [rakik] and a loaf of bread. First 
fruits brought to the Temple by the farmer are also waved 
by him and the priest together. 
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The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that a 
nazirite’s ram must be sacrificed for the sake of its owner. From 
where do we derive that this halakha applies with regard to 
other peace offerings as well? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from a nazirite’s ram 
that all peace offerings must be sacrificed for the sake of their 
owners, this derivation can be refuted: What is unique about 
a nazirite’s ram? It is unique in that there is other blood, i.e., 
there are other offerings, a sin offering and a burnt offering, 
that must be brought by a nazirite together with his ram. 


The Gemara answers: If that is so, if this halakha is unique 
to a nazirite’s ram, let the verse write: His peace offerings 
[shelamav]. What is indicated by writing “peace offerings 
[shelamim]”? It is written to include all types of peace 
offerings. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that a peace 
offering must be sacrificed for its own sake and for the sake of 
its owner. From where do we derive that this halakha applies 
with regard to all other offerings? 


And if you would say: Let us derive from a peace offering 
that all offerings must be sacrificed with these intentions, this 
derivation can be refuted: What is unique about a peace offer- 
ing? It is unique in that it requires placing hands on the head 
of the offering,’ and it is accompanied by libations,’ and it 
requires the waving? of the breast and the right hind leg by 
the priest and owner together. No other offering possesses all 
three of these requirements. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the verse states: “This is the law 
of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offer- 
ing, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecration offering, 
and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). The 
verse juxtaposes all types of offerings with peace offerings, 
indicating that just as we require the sacrifice of a peace offering 
to be performed for its sake, both concerning deviation from 
the type of offering and concerning deviation with regard to 
the owner, so too, we require the sacrifice of every type of 
offering to be performed for its sake, both concerning deviation 
from the type of offering and concerning deviation with regard 
to the owner. 


§ Having established the source for the requirement to sacrifice 
offerings with the rightful owner and the specific type of offering 
in mind, the Gemara inquires: Why not say that in a case where 
one slaughtered them not for their sake, they are disqualified? 
Why, according to the mishna, do they remain fit? 


The Gemara answers: The verse states: “That which has gone 
out of your lips you shall observe and do; according to what 
you have vowed [nadarta] freely [nedava] to the Lord your 
God, that which you have promised with your mouth” (Deuter- 
onomy 23:24). The Gemara interprets the words nadarta and 
nedava exegetically: How can the offering mentioned in this 
verse be a gift offering [nedava]? It is already referred to as a 
vow offering [neder]. Rather, the verse indicates that if you did 
what you had vowed to do, i.e., sacrificed your vow offering 
properly, it shall be a satisfactory vow offering; but if you did 
not sacrifice it properly, it shall be rendered a voluntary gift 
offering. Although it does not satisfy the obligation of your 
vow, it remains a valid offering. 


And it was necessary for the Torah to include the verse: “That 
which has gone out of your lips,’ and it was necessary to 
include the verse: “This is the law.’ As, had the Merciful One 
written in the Torah only the verse: “That which has gone out 
of your lips,” I would say 
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that we do not know what requirement does not disqualify the 
offering if not fulfilled. Therefore, the Merciful One writes the 
verse: This is the law, juxtaposing all offerings with a peace offering, 
which must be performed for its own sake. And if the Merciful One 
had written only the verse: This is the law, I would say that offer- 
ings sacrificed not for their sake should be disqualified. Therefore, 
the Merciful One writes the verse: That which is gone out of your 
lips, teaching that they are accepted, though they do not satisfy 
their owners’ obligations. 


§ Reish Lakish raised a difficulty while lying on his stomach in 
the study hall:° If offerings that were sacrificed for the sake of the 
wrong type of offering or someone other than the owner are fit, let 
them propitiate God," i.e., let them satisfy the obligation of their 
owners; and if they do not propitiate God, why are they brought 
as offerings at all? 


Rabbi Elazar said to him: We have found a precedent for this in 
the case of offerings brought after the death of their owners, as they 
are fit, but they do not propitiate God, as they do not have owners 
requiring atonement. This is as we learned in a mishna (Kinnim 
2:5): With regard to a woman after childbirth who brought her sin 
offering’ and then died," the heirs shall bring her burnt offering. 
If she brought her burnt offering and then died, the heirs shall not 
bring her sin offering." Evidently, a burnt offering is sacrificed even 
if it does not satisfy its owner’s obligation. 


Reish Lakish said to him: I concede to you with regard to a burnt 
offering" that it is sacrificed even if it does not satisfy its owner's 
obligation, since it is brought even after its owner’s death in the 
case of the woman who died after bringing her sin offering. But from 
where do we derive that a guilt offering, which is brought for 
atonement and therefore not brought after its owner's death," is 
brought even in a case where it was slaughtered not for its sake and 
therefore will not satisfy its owner's obligation? 


Rabbi Elazar said to him: Your side of the dispute is written in the 
mishna next to the opinion that you find difficult." Following the 
opinion in the mishna (2a) that only a sin offering and a Paschal 
offering are disqualified if they are slaughtered for the sake of the 
wrong type of offering, the mishna teaches that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The guilt offering too is unfit when sacrificed not for its sake. 


Reish Lakish said in reference to Rabbi Elazar: Is he the one of 
whom people say that he is a great man?" I am referring to the 
entire mishna, specifically to the opinion of the first tanna, which 
is the accepted halakha. And you say to me that the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer resolves my difficulty? 


BACKGROUND 


Reish Lakish raised a difficulty while lying on his 
stomach in the study hall - aia by wh wnt 
wpa xw "a: From the stories told about Reish 
Lakish throughout the Talmud, it is clear that he 
was an individual with a serious demeanor. It is 
recorded that once, when his daughter suggested 
hat he sleep more comfortably, he responded: My 
belly serves as my pillow (Gittin 47a). It is likely that 
he took seriously the rabbinic dictum from trac- 
ate Avot (6:4): Such is the path of Torah: Eat bread 
dipped in salt, drink water in measure, sleep on the 
floor, live a life of travail, and toil in Torah. Therefore, 
Reish Lakish may have chosen to sleep in the study 
hall rather than on a comfortable bed, and while he 
was resting he raised a question that was the basis 
or rabbinic discussion for generations. 


The sin offering of a woman who gave birth - 
np nyn: The Torah describes various halakhot 
hat apply to a woman after giving birth. She is 
ritually impure for seven days if she gave birth to 
a boy, and for fourteen days if she gave birth to 
a girl. Later, after immersion in a ritual bath, she 
is ritually pure for the next thirty-three or sixty-six 
days, respectively, even if she experiences uterine 
bleeding. Nevertheless, during this period of forty 
days for a boy or eighty days for a girl, it is prohibited 
for her to enter the Temple or partake of the meat 
of offerings. After the fortieth or eightieth day, she 
brings a purification offering to the Temple. This 
offering consists of a lamb in its first year, which is 
brought as a burnt offering; and a pigeon or dove, 
which is brought as a sin offering. If she cannot 
afford the cost of a lamb for the burnt offering, she 
can bring two doves or two pigeons, one as a burnt 
offering and the other as a sin offering. She may 
then enter the Temple and partake of sacrificial 
foods (see Leviticus 12:1-8). 


HALAKHA 


A woman after childbirth who brought her sin 

offering and died - Ann ADKYN TWIT TONT: 

Ifa woman after childbirth brought her sin offering 
and then died, her heirs bring her burnt offering 
even if she did not designate a specific animal for 
this purpose, as her property is liened to this obli- 
gation (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 1:13). 


NOTES 


If they are fit let them propitiate God - 8Y 07 OW OX: The 
early commentaries explain that Reish Lakish’s difficulty is paral- 
lel to the Gemara's earlier question: Say that in a case where 
one slaughtered them not for their sake, they are disqualified. 
He was initially unaware of the answer that the Gemara gave, 
and, as the Gemara will soon state, he subsequently gave that 
answer himself (see Rashi). 


The heirs shall not bring her sin offering - pwr wwa x 
Ainsxwm: Even ifthe woman had already consecrated an animal 
to bring as her sin offering the heirs may not bring it, as a sin 
offering whose owners have died is left to die (Rashi). 


I concede to you with regard to a burnt offering, etc. — KYTin 
^D mips ty: Reish Lakish concedes not only that a burnt 
offering is fit even if it does not satisfy its owner's obligation, 


but that this halakha applies to any offering that is brought 
voluntarily (Rashi). 


A guilt offering, which is not brought after its owner's death — 
mn and Bal xt owe: A guilt offering that was disqualified 
or whose owner died is left to graze until it becomes unfit, 
after which it is sold, and a burnt offering is acquired with 
the proceeds of the sale. A disqualified sin offering is left to die. 


Your dispute is next to the opinion you find difficult - 17 
iya qapya: Although this expression usually means: An 
opinion that disputes yours is written next to it, here it means: 
Your side of the dispute is written next to the opinion that 
you find difficult. 


Great man [adam gadol] -bim Ik: Adam gadolin Hebrew, or 
gavra rabba in Aramaic, was an honorific reserved for a person- 
ality who is distinguished in the areas of Torah, ethical behavior, 
and excellent character traits. 

This title was often used when a Sage would praise a col- 
league to others, sometimes citing the reason he is worthy 
of this description and other times not. There were instances 
when a Sage requested to be introduced as a great man to 
the residents of a certain locale to which he was traveling and 
where he was not familiar to them. 

If one was introduced to a certain group as a great man, 
and his discourse or behavior then disappointed that group, 
they would sometimes ask: Is he the one of whom people 
say that he is a great man? Or: Is this the one whom you are 
praising? 
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Rather, Reish Lakish said: I will introduce a solution" to my own 
difficulty. He then recited the exegesis stated above: The verse 
states: “That which has gone out of your lips you shall observe 
and do, etc.” How can this be referring to a gift offering? It is 
already referred to as a vow offering; and so on, as stated above. In 
other words, it is derived from a verse that although the offering 
does not satisfy the obligation of its owner, it is fit to be sacrificed 
as a gift offering. 


Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Yitzhak bar Abba were sitting," and 
Abaye was sitting with them. And they were sitting and saying: 
The case of a guilt offering was difficult for Reish Lakish, as 
a guilt offering is not brought after the owner’s death, and he 
adduced the derivation from the verse: “That which has gone out 
of your lips,” as a solution to it. This resolution is difficult: Why 
not say that only an offering that is brought for a vow or a gift 
is brought even in a case where it does not propitiate, since the 
verse mentions a vow and a gift; but a guilt offering, which is not 
brought voluntarily, should not be brought at all if it was slaugh- 
tered for the sake of the wrong type of offering. How does the verse 
resolve Reish Lakish’s difficulty? 


Abaye said to them: Although Reish Lakish cited that verse, he 
actually introduced the solution to his difficulty from here: “And 
slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33). It is derived from 
the word “it” in this verse that if a sin offering is slaughtered for its 
sake, it is fit; if it is slaughtered not for its sake, it is unfit. Conse- 
quently, other offerings slaughtered not for their sake, including 
a guilt offering, are fit. And since one might have thought that once 
they are fit, they also propitiate God, the verse states: “That which 
has gone out of your lips,’ from which it is derived that such an 
offering does not satisfy its owner's obligation. 


Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Yitzhak bar Abba asked him: But since the 

phrase in the verse “that which has gone out of your lips” is refer- 
ring to offerings brought for a vow or a gift, why not say that only 
these offerings do not propitiate God even though one must bring 
them if slaughtered for the sake of the wrong offering, but a guilt 
offering slaughtered for the sake of the wrong offering propitiates 

God as well? 


Abaye said in response: You cannot say that a guilt offering that 
was slaughtered for the sake of the wrong offering propitiates God, 
due to an a fortiori inference froma burnt offering: Just as a burnt 
offering, which does not atone’ for a sin as it is brought as a vow 
or gift offering, still does not propitiate God if it was slaughtered 
for the sake of the wrong offering, so too, with regard to a guilt 
offering, which atones for a sin and is therefore treated more 
stringently, is it not logical that it does not propitiate God? 


NOTES 


| will introduce a solution [pitha] - 


XTN MIX NAD: The 
Aramaic word pitha, or petah in Hebrew, which literally means 


for example, is described in 5b as having sat with Rav Huna 
and Rav Nahman, the prominent disciples of Rav, whereas in 


opening, is also a term in the halakhot of vows, meaning an 
extenuation. If one takes a vow and subsequently regrets it, he 
can go to a Sage, and the Sage will try to find an extenuation 
enabling the dissolution of the vow. For example, the Sage may 
conclude that when the individual took the vow, he did not take 
certain consequences of the vow into account. Sometimes, the 
one who took the vow suggests an extenuation himself. This is 
the context of the idiomatic statement of Reish Lakish. 


Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Yitzhak bar Abba were sitting, etc. - 
^D NOX 33 PNY? aT KP IN»: The description of two or 
three Sages who were sitting and another Sage was sitting 
with them appears several times in the Talmud, and describes 
a setting where two or three prominent Sages were discuss- 
ing a certain topic, perhaps in an official forum or court, and 
another Sage was present as their disciple or guest. Rav Sheshet, 


the subsequent story, Rav Ada bar Mattana, a younger Sage, 
is described as having sat with Rav Sheshet and Rav Nahman. 
Abaye is described in several places as having sat with various 
combinations of Sages. Several Sages are mentioned as having 
sat with the panel of Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi Hanina bar Pappi, and 
Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha. 


A burnt offering, which does not atone - maan AyKY mhiy: 
Although the Sages taught that a burnt offering atones for not 
fulfilling a positive mitzva, one is not obligated by Torah law to 
bring a burnt offering to achieve atonement; it is considered a 
voluntary gift offering. A guilt offering, by contrast, is brought 
only by one who is obligated to bring one, usually to atone for 
asin, e.g., robbery, misuse of consecrated property, or engaging 
in intercourse with a designated maidservant. Only a minority 
of guilt offerings are brought as part of a purification process. 
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The Gemara challenges the inference: What is unique about a burnt 
offering? It is unique in that it is totally consumed on the altar. By 
contrast, the meat ofa guilt offering is eaten by priests. Since in some 
ways a burnt offering is treated more stringently than a guilt offering, 
no a fortiori inference can be derived from one to the other. 


The Gemara answers: A peace offering can prove that this aspect 
is not relevant, since it is not totally consumed on the altar, and still 
if slaughtered for the sake of the wrong offering it does not satisfy 
its owner’s obligation. The inference can therefore be drawn from 
a peace offering rather than a burnt offering. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is unique about a peace offer- 
ing? It is unique in that it requires libations, and the waving of the 
breast and the right hind leg. 


The Gemara answers: If so, a burnt offering can prove’ the point, 
since these stringencies do not apply to it. And the inference has 
reverted to its starting point. At this stage the halakha is derived 
from a combination of the two sources: The aspect of this case, 
a burnt offering, is not like the aspect of that case,’ the peace offer- 
ing. And the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case. 
Their common element is that they are offerings and if one slaugh- 
tered them not for their sake, they are fit but they do not propiti- 
ate. So too, I shall include a guilt offering in this halakha, as it is 
an offering, and therefore if one slaughtered it not for its sake, it 
is fit but it does not propitiate. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is unique about their com- 
mon element, i.e., the common element of a burnt offering and a 
peace offering? These offerings are unique in that they are brought 
by the public. There are communal burnt offerings and peace 
offerings, but there are no communal guilt offerings. 


The Gemara responds: A thanks offering can prove the point, since 
there are no communal thanks offerings, and still a thanks offering 
slaughtered not for its sake does not satisfy its owner's obligation. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is unique about a thanks 
offering? It is unique in that it requires a meal offering of forty 
loaves of bread. 


The Gemara answers: If so, a burnt offering and a peace offering 
can prove the point, as loaves are not brought with them. And the 
inference has reverted to its starting point. The halakha is derived 
from a combination of the two sources: The aspect of this case, a 
burnt offering and a peace offering, is not like the aspect of that 
case, a thanks offering, and the aspect of that case is not like the 
aspect of this case. Their common element is that they are offer- 
ings, and if one slaughtered them not for their sake, they are fit 
but do not propitiate God. So too, I shall include a guilt offering 
in this halakha, as it is an offering, and therefore if one slaughtered 
it not for its sake, it is fit but does not propitiate God. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is unique about the common 

element of a thanks offering, a burnt offering, and a peace offering? 

It is unique in that these offerings are brought either as a vow offer- 
ing or as a gift offering, whereas a guilt offering is brought only to 

fulfill an obligation. 


NOTES 
A burnt offering can prove - main mhiy: Although 
the requirement of libations applies to most burnt 
offerings as well, it does not apply to a bird burnt 
offering. 


BACKGROUND 


The aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that 
case — MNT TNT x: This expression is used in 
halakhic midrash in formulating an analogy where 
a principle is derived on the basis of two halakhot 
mentioned in two different verses. First, the midrash 
articulates the difference between the two halakhot. 
Then it mentions the characteristic common to both. 
Any other case with that common element will then 
be subject to the same ruling. 
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Rather, Rava says: The verse: “This is the law of the burnt 
offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and of 
the guilt offering, and of the consecration offering, and of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37), juxtaposes a guilt 
offering with a peace offering, indicating that just as peace 
offerings are offerings and if one slaughtered them not for 
their sake, they are fit but do not propitiate, so too, I shall 
include a guilt offering, as it is an offering, and therefore if it is 
slaughtered not for its sake, although it is fit, it does not satisfy 
the obligation of its owner. 


The Gemara asks: What did you see, i.e., why do you think it 
is reasonable, that you compared a guilt offering to a peace 
offering? Why not compare it to a sin offering, which is dis- 
qualified in such a case? 


The Gemara answers: The Merciful One excluded all other 
offerings from the halakha concerning a sin offering in this 
matter, as derived from the verse: “And slaughter it for a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 4:33). 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the amora’im who parti- 
cipated in the two following discussions: Heh, nun, shin; beit, 
shin, reish. 


Rav Huna and Rav Nahman were sitting, and Rav Sheshet was 
sitting with them. And they were sitting and saying: Reish 
Lakish raised his difficulty with regard to a guilt offering, since 
it is not brought after its owner's death. Let Rabbi Elazar say 
to him that a guilt offering is also essentially brought after its 
owner's death, since it is sold once it develops a blemish, and 
the proceeds are used to buy a burnt offering. 


Rav Sheshet said to them: This claim can be refuted: What 
element of a guilt offering is sacrificed after its owner’s death? 
Only its remainder, i.e., the money from its sale that is used to 
purchase an animal to be sacrificed. And if so, it is no different 
froma sin offering, the remainder of which is also sacrificed,” 
and a sin offering itself is entirely disqualified if slaughtered not 
for its sake. 


Rav Huna and Rav Nahman explained: A sin offering that 
was slaughtered not for its sake is disqualified even though its 
remainder is sacrificed, because the Merciful One specifically 
excludes a sin offering from being a fit offering if sacrificed not 
for its own sake, as derived from the verse: “And he shall lay 
his hand upon the head of the goat, and slaughter it in the 
place where they slaughter the burnt offering before the Lord; 
it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:24). The redundant phrase 
“it is a sin offering” teaches that a sin offering is disqualified if 
sacrificed not for its own sake. 


The Gemara asks: Isnt it also written with regard to a guilt 
offering: “And the priest shall make them smoke upon the altar 
for an offering made by fire unto the Lord; it is a guilt offering” 
(Leviticus 7:5)? Why is a guilt offering not disqualified when it 
is slaughtered not for its sake? 


NOTES 


A sin offering the remainder of which is also sacrificed - sin offering. It is therefore left to graze until it becomes unfit 
MN AIP IY" a3 NXwMN: In principle, a sin offering whose for sacrifice, and it is then sold, with the proceeds used to 
owner is deceased must be left to die. Nevertheless, ina buy a burnt offering, which can be sacrificed even after the 
case where one designated two animals for an obligatory owner's death. Consequently, the status of the sin offerings 
sin offering, with the intent that if one of them dies or is — remainder differs from that of the offering proper, since this 
disqualified he will sacrifice the other, as soon as the first is second animal was consecrated initially as a sin offering only 
sacrificed properly the second is rendered the remainder ofa in the event that the other animal dies or is disqualified. 
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The Gemara answers: That verse is written not with regard to the 

main sacrificial rites, but with regard to the stage after the burning 

of the offering’s sacrificial portions on the altar, as it is taught in a 

baraita: But with regard to a guilt offering, the term “It is a guilt 
offering” is stated only after the burning of the sacrificial 

portions.® And since the guilt offering itself is fit even if the sacri- 
ficial portions were not burned at all, it is certainly fit if they were 

burned not for the sake of a guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, why do I need the term “It is a guilt 
offering” to be stated at all? The Gemara answers: It is necessary for 
that which Rav Huna says that Rav says. As Rav Huna says that 
Rav says: With regard to a guilt offering whose owner died or 
whose transgression was otherwise atoned for, and that was there- 
fore consigned by the court to grazing" until it develops a blemish 
so that it can be sold and the proceeds used to purchase a burnt 
offering, if, before it developed a blemish, someone slaughtered it 
without specification of its purpose, it is fit as a burnt offering. 


The Gemara infers: If it was consigned to grazing, yes, it is fit as a 
burnt offering if slaughtered. By inference, if it was not consigned 
to grazing, it is not fit." What is the reason for this? The verse states: 


“It is a guilt offering,” indicating that it shall remain as it is, i.e., as a 


guilt offering, unless it is consigned by the court to fulfill another 
purpose. 


§ Rav Nahman and Rav Sheshet were sitting, and Rav Adda bar 
Mattana was sitting with them. And they were sitting and saying: 
In response to that which Rabbi Elazar said to Reish Lakish: We 
have found a precedent for this situation in the case of offerings 
that are brought after their owners’ death, as they are fit but 
they do not propitiate God, let Reish Lakish say to him: These 
offerings should also be brought and propitiate God with regard 
to the heirs. Why did Reish Lakish not challenge Rabbi Elazar’s 
assumption? 


Rav Adda bar Mattana said to them: How can the offering of a 
woman after childbirth propitiate God after her death? If she gave 
birth, did her children give birth? 


Rav Asi objects to this reasoning: And who shall say to us that if 
a woman has several violations of positive mitzvot" for which to 
atone, she does not atone by means of the burnt offering she brings 
after childbirth for her purification? Clearly, such offerings can 
atone for transgressions other than those for which they are brought. 
And since, when she has several violations of positive mitzvot she 
atones by means of the offering, so too, if she dies, her heirs atone 
by this offering for their own violations of positive mitzvot. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that the offering is acquired by the 
heirs, and this is why it atones for their transgressions? But doesn’t 
Rabbi Yohanan say that if one left his two sons a meal offering" 
and then died, the offering must be sacrificed, and it does not 
have the status of a meal offering brought in partnership?" And 
if it enters your mind that the offering is acquired by the heirs, 
it should be considered a meal offering brought in partnership, 
which is unfit, as the Merciful One states in the Torah: “And when 
one brings a meal offering unto the Lord” (Leviticus 2:1). The word 


“one” teaches that two people cannot bring a meal offering together. 


Clearly, the heirs do not inherit the offering, and if so, it should 
not atone for their transgressions. 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 


Sacrificial portions — paway: This term refers to the 
portions of sin offerings, guilt offerings, and peace 
offerings that are consumed on the altar, e.g., the 
fats, the kidneys, and the tail. Occasionally, the 
limbs of the burnt offering are also included in this 
expression. 


NOTES 


If it was not consigned to grazing it is not fit - 
xb pr x: It appears from the Gemara that the con- 
signation of a guilt offering to grazing is effective 
by Torah law. Josafot and other early commentar- 
ies prove from other sources that this is a rabbinic 
decree; by Torah law, a guilt offering that is no longer 
fit to be sacrificed as such is automatically rendered 
a burnt offering. It is unnecessary for the court to 
consign it to grazing. Therefore, Tosafot emend the 
text, omitting the sentence: If it was consigned to 
grazing, yes, it is fit; but if it was not consigned to 
grazing, it is not fit. Accordingly, the term “it is a 
guilt offering” is cited as support for the halakha 
that if the animal was slaughtered, it is fit as a burnt 
offering. Since its designation is for it to be sold for 
the purchase of a burnt offering once it develops a 
blemish, it shall be as it will be, i.e., itis considered a 
burnt offering already. 


If a woman has several violations of positive 
mitzvot, etc. = 1D) MWY TaD KDN IN: A burnt offer- 
ing atones for transgressions for which there is no 
prescribed offering, e.g., failure to fulfill positive 
mitzvot, which are more common than standard 
transgressions. One burnt offering can atone for sev- 
eral violations of positive mitzvot. As Rashi explains 
(6a): Since the verse states of even one voluntary 
burnt offering: “It shall be accepted for him to atone 
for him” (Leviticus 1:4), clearly one burnt offering 
atones for all such transgressions. Accordingly, even 
the burnt offering of a woman after childbirth, which 
is brought as part of her purification process, atones 
for any positive mitzvot that she may have violated. 


A guilt offering that was consigned to grazing - pma% Dw% 
my: With regard to a guilt offering whose owner died or was 
atoned for, and was therefore consigned to grazing, if it was 
slaughtered for the sake of a burnt offering it is fit. The Sages 
decreed that it is not sacrificed for the sake of a burnt offering 
ab initio, lest one sacrifice a guilt offering for the sake of a burnt 


offering before its owner was atoned for (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:15). 


If one left his two sons a meal offering - 133 wh TA rai: 
If one died leaving a meal offering, his sons bring it (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 14:3). 


14:2). 


And it does not have the status of a meal offering brought 
in partnership — mamw ja px: A meal offering is not brought 
by partners (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 
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HALAKHA 

If one left his two sons an animal offering - mana may 
ma mw: If one who died left his two sons an animal 
that he consecrated to be an offering, his sons bring it 
to be sacrificed in the Temple. They cannot substitute 
another animal for it, as they are considered partners, 
and partners cannot effect substitution (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:5). 


Perek I 
Daf6 Amuda 


NOTES 
And partners cannot effect substitution - xb pom) 
pwa wi: Rashi explains that this is derived from the 
consistent singular form of the verbs in the verse dis- 
cussing substitution (see Leviticus 27:10). Therefore, two 
people who are partners in an offering are not able to 
effect substitution. 


HALAKHA 


And partners cannot effect substitution - xb pom) 
pyar ia: If an individual substituted another animal for 
his offering, the substitute is consecrated. Although it is 
prohibited for partners and the general public to substi- 
tute another animal for their offering, if one substitutes 
another animal for a communal offering, or if an offer- 
ing is owned by partners and one of them substitutes 
another animal for it, although he receives lashes for his 
transgression, the substitute does not become conse- 
crated (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:1). 


To include the heir - wit nx mad: One who inher- 
ited an offering is able to substitute another animal for it 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 1:5). 


A man will redeem, serves to include the heir — Sa 
wid nx mab byw: One who redeems his tithe must 
add one-fifth of its value to the funds, whether the tithe 
was separated from his own produce or from his inheri- 
tance (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 5:1). 


MANEN AA? KAP) 
PS ADP -0M MI W? AT 
Nap NEWS Da mB pra 
MOTT AE PYR PAST wT -117 
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The Gemara asks: And is the offering not acquired by them? But 
doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan himself say that if one left his two sons an 
animal offering" and then died, the offering must be sacrificed, and 
they cannot effect substitution of another animal for it?® Even if 
they declare another animal to be a substitute for it, that animal is not 
consecrated. Granted, if you say that the offering is acquired by 
them, this is the reason that they cannot effect substitution of 
another animal for it: It is because they are like partners, 


BACKGROUND 


They cannot effect substitution of another animal for it - x 
ma pman: The possibility of substitution is mentioned in the Torah 
(Leviticus 27:10), and a tractate of the Talmud, Temura, focuses 
on these halakhot. The main features of the concept of substitu- 
tion are as follows: The Torah prohibits substituting any offering, 
whether whole or blemished, for another animal. One who does 
so violates a prohibition and is flogged as a punishment. Never- 
theless, despite the fact that this act of substitution is prohibited, 
if it is performed, the second animal does acquire a measure of 


sanctity, while the first animal also remains sacred. All animals 
can be used as substitutes, whether they are whole or blemished, 
and the animal designated as a substitute can never be worked 
or redeemed. The fate of the substitute varies with the particular 
type of offering. In some instances, e.g., that of a substitute for a 
sin offering, the animal is left to die. In other cases, such as that 
of a guilt offering, the animal is put out to graze until it becomes 
blemished. Lastly, some substitutes, e.g., that of a peace offering, 
are consecrated for the altar along with the original animal. 


rie YAS PPA AND RY pony 
MDTA IT wp xb OK 


‘Way OM” KI TINT DDT Kw 
vani wa me mia - yn» 
Pp Dv px) 


hig Tips wan Spy sia pn 
Sid ONY’ INST Wyn aa ARYA 
"a 9ST WaT me mia - hx» 

physis Dw precy Deia tee 


PPRD PTIK BST VYD KY 
manwa 


APD 26x 3 DN 3175 TN 
mg- 179 snp sawa MIBK 
NIP ND TIDES NS NPN NTP 

arog aT A> 


and partners cannot effect substitution™ of other animals for their 
offering. But if you say that it is not acquired by them, and the ani- 
malis the property solely of the deceased father, let them also effect 
substitution on his behalf, as heirs are able to affect substitution for 
their deceased parents’ offerings. 


The Gemara answers: There it is different, as although the verse 

states: “If he shall at all change [hamer yamir] animal for animal” 
(Leviticus 27:10), the superfluous word hamer serving to include the 

heir" as one who is able to effect substitution, nevertheless the sub- 
ject’s singular form teaches that only one heir can effect substitution, 
but two heirs cannot effect substitution. 


Rav Ya’akov of Nehar Pekod objects to this derivation: If that is so, 
one should say the same with regard to the redemption of the second 
tithe,’ as it is written: “And if a man will redeem [gaol yigal] any of 
his tithe, he shall add to it the fifth part thereof” (Leviticus 27:31), 
with the superfluous word gaol serving to include the heir" as one 
who must add the one-fifth. So too, it should be derived from the 
verb’s singular form that if one heir redeems the tithe, he must add 
one-fifth of its value, but if two heirs redeem it, they do not need 
to add one-fifth. In fact, the halakha is that partners must also add 
one-fifth. 


The Gemara answers: Redemption of the tithe is different, as the 
father had the ability to redeem the tithe even in partnership with 
another when alive. Therefore, the heirs can do so as well. By contrast, 
substitution of an offering cannot be effected by partners. 


Rav Asi said to Rav Ashi: But from this halakha itself, that two heirs 
cannot effect substitution of an offering, it can be proven that they 
acquire the offering of the deceased. Granted, if you say it is acquired 
by them, this is the reason that one heir, in any event, can effect 
substitution of another animal for the offering. But if you say it is 
not acquired by them, how can even one heir effect substitution? 


BACKGROUND 


Redemption of the second tithe - wyn "1: The second 
tithe is one-tenth of the produce that remains after teruma 
has been given to the priests and the first tithe has been given 
to the Levites. The second tithe is separated during the first, 
second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After 
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the second tithe is set aside, it is brought to Jerusalem to be 
consumed there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem is 
too long, making it difficult to carry all the second-tithe pro- 
duce there, or if the produce became ritually impure, it could 
be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If the owner 


redeems his own produce he has to add one-fifth of its value. 
This redemption money is brought to Jerusalem where it can 
be spent only on food. 
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Jan 927 VIX TIN 121 VIX) But doesn’t Rabbi Abbahu say that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one 
nwiy waN win poin wapa consecrates his own animal to atone for someone else and he 
then redeems it, he adds one-fifth" of its value, as he would for 
any other offering he owned, but if the one for whom it atones 
redeems it, he need not add one-fifth, since he is not the owner. 
Nevertheless, only the one for whom the offering atones can 
render another animal a substitute" for it, as in this respect only 
he is considered its owner. Rabbi Yohanan’s statement concludes: 
And if one separates teruma® from his own produce to exempt 
the produce of another" from the obligation to have teruma sepa- 
rated from it, the benefit of discretion is his." Only the one who 
separated the teruma is entitled to determine which priest receives 
it. Since an heir is able to effect substitution, apparently the offering 
atones for his transgression. This supports the claim that the heir 
acquires the offering. 


ivan by by bwn mian apan 
bw ng naio 


K2 Kp N2 xb xy Rav Ashi responds: The offering does not atone for the transgres- 
sions of the heirs by its essence, as it was not consecrated for their 
atonement, and they do not acquire it. Therefore, two heirs of a 
meal offering can bring it, as explained above. Yet, it does atone 
for them incidentally [mikkufeya]."" Therefore, an heir can effect 
substitution of another animal for it. 


ik (NAW ma by 153 amy NOVIIN § With regard to the halakha that offerings slaughtered not for 
2a yb their sake are fit to be sacrificed but do not satisfy the obligations 
= of their owners, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: After 
these offerings are sacrificed, did they atone for the sins for which 
they came," or did they not atone for them? 


NIAMS ITT ma NYY 12K Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: It stands to reason that they 
— 98D JAYI pop NT AID or did not atone, as, if it enters your mind that they did atone, for 
what purpose is the second offering brought?" Why is the owner 


PKI xan mab oe 
i ae required to bring another offering if the first atoned for his sin? 


NP NT may 25D x xn KY) The Gemara challenges this reasoning: Rather, what is the alterna- 
tive? That they did not atone? If so, for what purpose is the first 
offering sacrificed? 


PRITI MI ROY DONITAN Rav Ashi said: This is what is difficult for Rav Sheisha, i.e., Rav 
soba, FIONN: =b NWP NP DT Sheshet, son of Rav Idi: Granted, if you say that such an offering 
wh non yaw xby - - 9999 wh did not atone, it is brought even when slaughtered not for its 
oe act ERIKA ant eee sake on the strength of its prior consecration for its sake. And 
E ER E Fi 0a rle in that case, for what purpose is the second offering brought? It 
PNI NIT may 2 ND NWYN is brought to atone for the sin. But if you say that offerings that 
were slaughtered not for their sake atoned for the sin, for what 

purpose is the second offering brought? 


NOTES 


The benefit of discretion is his — bw TKI NIW: Although one Did they atone for the sins for which they came - moby na 
who separates teruma may not receive payment for it froma aW: Why does it matter whether or not the offering atones for 
priest, he still enjoys the benefit of discretion. Included in this is the sin, if the owner is in any event obligated to bring another 
that he is entitled to determine which priest receives the teruma offering? Rashi explains that if it atones for the sin, the owner 
and that he may even receive payment from a third party to give does not need to be concerned about incurring retribution for 
it to a specific priest. the sin before he brings another offering. 


It does atone incidentally - x19312 Kap: Incidental atone- For what purpose is the second offering brought — x71 may nw 
ment applies in a case where the offering is brought by someone 3: Some commentaries explain that this dilemma relates spe- 
other than the one obligated to bring it or seeking atonement. cifically to a guilt offering, which is brought only for atonement. 
In a case where heirs bring the offering of the deceased, they With regard to a burnt offering or a peace offering, the answer 
do not have full ownership of it since it was not consecrated for to Rav Sheshet's question is obvious, as those offerings can be 
their sake, and it therefore does not achieve atonement for them. brought as a gift, regardless of sin (Tosefot Tukh; see Tosafot). Keren 
Consequently, two heirs can bring a meal offering, even though Ora concludes that in the case of a guilt offering, the first offering 
a meal offering is not brought in partnership. By contrast, heirs evidently does not fully atone for the sin, as that would preclude 
do have a certain degree of ownership of the offering, as they are the obligation to bring a second offering, since a guilt offering 
the ones obligated to bring it. They also have certain ownership cannot be brought as a gift. Rather, the dilemma pertains to burnt 
rights, e.g., to partake of the meat if applicable. They therefore offerings and peace offerings. 

achieve incidental atonement, and can effect substitution, as 

the ability to effect substitution belongs not to the one who 

consecrated the offering but to the one for whom it atones. 


HALAKHA 


If one consecrates he adds one-fifth — pin wpa 
win: If an animal consecrated for sacrifice on the altar 
develops a blemish, the one who consecrated it adds 
one-fifth when he redeems it. If another person redeems 
it, even if the offering was designated to atone for him, 
he does not add one-fifth (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin 7:4). 


The one for whom the offering atones can render 
another a substitute - 7 Wan nw iy Wann: If one conse- 
crated an animal to atone for someone else, the benefi- 
ciary has the power of effecting substitution, not the one 
who consecrated the animal (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 1:4). 


If one separates teruma from his produce to exempt 
the produce of another - ivan by by bwn Din: 
With regard to teruma, it is permitted for one to separate 
produce from his own crops on behalf of someone else's 
yield, thereby exempting the beneficiary from further 
separation of teruma. The donor retains the benefit of 
determining who receives the teruma, which means he 
may give it to the priest of his choice (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Separates teruma - niin: Whenever the term teruma 
appears without qualification, it refers to teruma gedola. 
The Torah states: “All the best of the oil, and all the best 
of the wine, and of the grain, the first of them that they 
will give to the Lord, to you have | given them” (Numbers 
18:12). 

The Sages interpreted this verse to dictate that, after 
the first fruits have been set aside, a certain portion of all 
of one’s produce must be set aside for the priests. The 
Torah does not specify the amount of teruma that must 
be set aside; one can fulfill his obligation even by separat- 
ing a single kernel of grain from an entire crop. The Sages, 
however, established a measure: One-fortieth qualifies as 
a generous gift, one-fiftieth is an average gift, and one- 
sixtieth represents a miserly gift. One may not set aside 
the other tithes until he has set aside teruma. This mitzva 
applies only in Eretz Yisrael. 

Teruma is considered sacred and may be eaten only 
by a priest and his household while they are in a state 
of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). To emphasize the 
significance of that state of purity, the Sages required the 
priests to wash their hands before partaking of it. This is 
he source for the practice of washing one's hands prior 
o a meal. A ritually impure priest or a non-priest who 
partakes of teruma is subject to the penalty of death at 
he hand of Heaven. 

If teruma contracts ritual impurity, it may no longer be 
eaten and must be destroyed. Nevertheless, it remains 
he property of the priest, and he may derive benefit 
rom its destruction, such as from the heat produced by 
burning it. Nowadays, teruma is not given to the priests 
because they have no definite proof of their priestly lin- 
eage. Nevertheless, the obligation to separate teruma still 
remains, although only a small portion of the produce 
is separated. 


LANGUAGE 
Incidentally [mikkufeya] — x*D1pra: According to Rashi, 
the word kufeya literally means floating, from the root 
kuf, peh, alef. Figuratively, it refers to an event that occurs 
incidentally, without intention or designation. 
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HALAKHA 

If one deemed placing hands a non-essential mitzva - 
myn yw mph Axwy ON: Placing one's hands on the 

head of the animal i is not an essential sacrificial rite. There- 
fore, ifthe owner did not perform this rite, the offering is 

not invalidated, and it still atones for his sins. Nevertheless, 
the verse ascribes to him blame as though it did not 
atone for his sins (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 

HaKorbanot 3:12). 
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§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When one brings 
a burnt offering, which atones for violations of positive mitzvot, 
does it atone even for a violation of a positive mitzva that one 
committed after designating the animal as an offering, or does 
it not atone for such a violation? 


The Gemara elaborates: Do we say that the halakha in this case 
is just as it is with regard to a sin offering, in that just as a sin 
offering does atone for a sin that one committed before designa- 
tion of the animal but does not atone for a sin that one committed 
after designation, here too, a burnt offering does atone for viola- 
tions that one committed before designation but does not atone 
for those committed after designation? 


Or, perhaps a burnt offering is not similar to a sin offering, as with 
regard to a sin offering one must bring one sin offering for each 
and every sin he commits. But here, since a burnt offering atones 
even for one who has committed several violations of positive 
mitzvot, one may claim that it also atones even for the violation 
of a positive mitzva that one committed after designation of the 
animal. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from a baraita: The 
verse states: “And he shall place his hand on the head of the burnt 
offering, and it shall be accepted for him to atone for him” (Leviti- 
cus 1:4). And does placing hands atone for one’s sins? But isn’t 
atonement achieved only by the sprinkling of the blood, as it is 
stated: “For it is the blood that makes atonement by reason of 
the life” (Leviticus 17:11)? Rather, what is the meaning when the 
verse states: “And he shall place... and it shall be accepted for him 
to atone”? This teaches that if one deemed the ritual of placing 
hands to be a non-essential mitzva" and consequently failed to 
perform it, the verse ascribes to him blame as though the offering 
did not atone for his sins; and nevertheless, the offering atoned 
for his sins. 


What, does the final clause of the baraita not mean that the offer- 
ing atoned for the violation of any positive mitzva that the owner 
committed before designation of the animal, but it did not atone 
for violation of the positive mitzva of placing hands on the 
head of the offering, as that constitutes a violation of a positive 
mitzva after designation of the animal? Apparently, a burnt offer- 
ing does not atone for the violations committed after the animal’s 
designation. 


Rava said in response: You say that the positive mitzva of placing 
hands is proof? There it is different, since as long as he does 
not slaughter the offering, he remains obligated to stand and 
place his hands on its head. He has not yet violated the mitzva. 
When does the violation of this positive mitzva occur? It occurs 
after the slaughter, at which point fulfillment of the mitzva is no 
longer possible. And with regard to a violation committed after the 
slaughter, we do not raise the dilemma; clearly a burnt offering 
does not atone for such a violation. 


Rav Huna bar Yehuda said to Rava: Say the baraita means that 
the offering atoned" for the transgression of the person, 


Say that the offering atoned, etc. — 131 393 Nia: Rav Huna 
bar Yehuda suggested an interpretation of the baraita according 
to which a burnt offering atones for transgressions that were 
committed after its designation as well. According to his inter- 
pretation, the distinction is not between transgressions that were 


NOTES 


levels of atonement. The owner achieves a basic level of atone- 
ment, after which he is not required to bring another offering, 
even for violating the mitzva of placing his hands on the head 
of the animal. Despite this, he is not accepted by God as having 
completely atoned for his transgressions. 


committed before and after designation, but between different 
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but it did not atone for him before Heaven, i.e., it is not accepted 
by God as a perfect offering. 


Didn't we learn in a mishna with regard to the purification process 
of a leper (Nega’im 14:10): The verse states: “And the rest of the 
oil’ that is in the priest’s hand he shall put upon the head of the 
one that is to be purified, to make atonement for him before 
the Lord” (Leviticus 14:18). This teaches that if the priest placed 
the oil on the leper’s head, it atoned for him, and he is purified, but 
if he did not place the oil on his head," it did not atone for him; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri 
says: Placement of the oil on the leper’s head is a non-essential 
mitzva." Therefore, whether the oil was placed on his head or 
whether it was not placed on his head, it atoned for him, but the 
verse ascribes the leper blame as though it did not atone for him. 


The Gemara comments: What is the meaning of the phrase: As 
though it did not atone for him? If we say that it is necessary 
for the leper to bring another offering of oil, didn’t you say that 
whether the oil was placed on his head or whether it was not 
placed on his head, it atoned for him? Rather, the meaning of the 
statementis as follows: It atoned for the person, but did not atone 
for him before Heaven. Here too, with regard to one who sacrificed 
an offering without placing hands on its head, the baraita appar- 
ently means that the offering atoned for the owner’s transgression, 
even if it did not atone for him before Heaven. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: There too, with regard to the 
purification process of a leper, one can explain that the oil atoned 
for one matter and did not atone for another: It atoned; in other 
words, the placement of oil on the leper’s right thumb and big toe," 
which was performed, effected its atonement. But it did not atone, 
i.e., there still needs to be an atonement effected by placement of 
oil on the leper’s head," and another log of oil must be brought 
for the performance of that act. 


The Gemara returns to the matter of atonement for transgressions 

committed after the offering’s designation. Come and hear another 
proof from a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to the com- 
munal peace offering of two lambs that accompanies the two loaves 

on Shavuot,’ for what sin are they brought? 


The Gemara interrupts the citation of the baraita: The two lambs 
sacrificed on Shavuot are not brought for a sin; they are peace 
offerings brought with the annual public offering of two loaves 
of new wheat. Rather, the baraita should be emended as follows: 
For what sin are the goats sacrificed on Shavuot" as a sin offering 
brought? 


NOTES 


Placement of the oil on the leper’s head is a non-essential 
mitzva — {71 M73 Pw: Since this is the act performed with “the rest 
of the oil’ it is comparable to the act of pouring the remainder of 
the blood of an offering on the base of the altar, which is a mitzva 
that is not essential to the sacrificial process. 


There too it atoned in the placement of oil on the leper’s right 
thumb and big toe — niina pra 393 23 ONT: Just as the baraita 
concerning the placement of one’s hands on the offering was 
interpreted to mean that the offering atones for transgressions 
that were committed until a certain point and does not atone 
for transgressions committed after that point, so too, this mishna 
means that the oil atones at an earlier stage of the rite, i.e., that 
of placing oil on the leper's thumb and toe, but does not atone 
with regard to the latter stage of placing the oil on his head. 


It did not atone by placement of oil on the leper’s head - x 
we Nia 93: Rashi explains that according to both opinions, 
he leper i is required to bring another /og of oil. The difference 
between them is that according to Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, oil 
must be applied only to his head; whereas Rabbi Akiva maintains 
hat it must be applied again to his right thumb and big toe, as 
he oil that was already applied there is deemed ineffective. 


The goats sacrificed on Shavuot — niyv “yyw: It is stated in the 
portion of the Festivals in Leviticus that one goat must be sacri- 
ficed on Shavuot as a sin offering (Leviticus 23:19). In the portion 
of the additional offerings on Festivals recorded in Numbers, one 
sin offering goat is also mentioned (Numbers 28:30). From the fact 
hat no other offerings mentioned in the portion of the Festivals 
in Leviticus are mentioned again in Numbers, the Sages derived 
hat these are two separate obligations, and that two goats must 
be sacrificed on Shavuot. 


BACKGROUND 

The rest of the oil, etc. — ^3) pawa ania: The purifi- 
cation process for lepers is detailed in the Torah (Levi- 
ticus, chapter 14). This includes the requirement that 
a priest sprinkle oil that has been sanctified for this 
purpose in the direction of the Holy of Holies seven 
times, after which he applies it to the leper’s right ear- 
lobe, right big toe, and right thumb. The rest of the oil is 
applied to his head, as described in this verse. 


The offering of lambs that accompanies the loaves 
on Shavuot — my +33: The Torah (see Leviticus 
23:17-20) requires that two male lambs be sacrificed 
as communal peace offerings to accompany the two 
loaves of bread brought in the Temple on Shavuot. The 
loaves and the lambs are waved together in a special 
ceremony before the altar. 


HALAKHA 


If he did not place the oil on his head - jna x ox: The 
Rambam writes in one place: After the priest cups his 
hand and fills it with oil, and sprinkles it in the direction 
of the Holy of Holies, he goes to the leper and applies 
oil to his right earlobe, thumb, and big toe. He places 
the remainder of the oil on the head of the leper being 
purified. If he did not place the remainder on the leper’s 
head, it does not atone for him, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva; the halakha follows Rabbi 
Akiva’s opinion when he is in dispute with one of his 
colleagues. 

In another place the Rambam writes: If the priest 
finished applying the oil to the leper’s right thumb 
and big toe, and the /og of oil then spilled before he 
managed to place the remainder of the oil in his hand 
on the head of the leper being purified, it is unneces- 
sary for the leper to bring another log of oil; placing the 
remaining oil on his head is not essential. 
Mahari Kurkus resolves the contradiction by distin- 
guishing between a case where the oil did not spill 
and a case where the oil spilled. In the former case, not 
placing oil on the leper’s head precludes purification; 
in the latter case, this action is considered unessen- 
tial. The later commentaries discuss this contradiction 
extensively (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 4:2, 5:5). 


ATTN PID: ZEVAHIM: PEREKI-6B 33 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


The defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial foods - naw 
me wpa: The Torah renders it prohibited for a person 
who is ritually impure to eat consecrated food (see Leviti- 
cus 7:19-20), and prohibits a person from entering the 
Temple while ritually impure (see Numbers 19:20). If one 
deliberately commits either of these transgressions, he is 
liable to be punished with excision from the World-to- 
Come [karet]. If he transgresses these mitzvot unwittingly, 
he must bring an offering as atonement. The nature of 
this offering depends on the financial state of the person 
bringing it. 

There is a unique aspect to the unwitting transgression 
of these mitzvot. To be obligated to bring an offering, a 
person must have been aware before committing the 
ransgression both of his personal status and of the 
sanctity of the Temple or of the sacrificial foods involved. 
He must then have forgotten one of these factors while 
committing the transgression, and he must remember it 
afterward. If he was unaware of both factors before com- 
mitting the transgression, even if he became aware of 
hem afterward, he does not bring an offering. 

The sin offerings of the Festivals atone for incidents 
where one was unaware of one of these factors both 
before his unwitting transgression and afterward. Other 
cases are atoned for by the sin offerings brought on Yom 


ippur. 


Daily offering — tan: The daily offering consisted of two 
ambs, one sacrificed in the morning and one in the after- 
noon of each day, and it served to open and close the 
daily sacrificial service in the Temple. No offerings were 
brought before the morning offering or following the 
afternoon offering. The one exception was the Paschal 
offering, which was sacrificed after the daily afternoon 
offering on Passover eve. 


HALAKHA 


The court makes a non-verbal stipulation about them — 
why mnp pima D: In a case where a libation that was 

brought with a communal animal offering is consecrated 

by placement in a service vessel, and the animal offer- 
ing is then disqualified from sacrifice, if there is another 
animal offering in the Temple at the time, the libation 

can be sacrificed with it. This is because the court makes 

a non-verbal stipulation that if a libation is not necessary 

for the communal offering with which it was brought, it is 

consecrated for sacrifice with another offering. A libation 

that is brought with the animal offering of an individual 

cannot be sacrificed with another offering; rather it is left 
overnight and thereby disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:6). 
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Rabbi Shimon answers: They are brought for the defiling of 
the Temple, by entering it while ritually impure, or for defiling 
its sacrificial foods,’ by partaking of them while ritually impure. 


Rabbi Shimon continues: Once the blood of the first goat is 
sprinkled on the altar, thereby atoning for this defilement, for 
what sin is the second one sacrificed? It is sacrificed for any 
incident involving impurity that may have occurred between 
the sacrifice of that first goat and the sacrifice of this second 
goat. Based on this, say that the Jewish people should have 
had to sacrifice their offerings at all times and at every moment, 
as perhaps they sinned in the interim; but the verse spared them 
of this obligation. 


The Gemara infers: And here, where an incident involving impu- 
rity occurred between the sacrifice of the two goats, is a case 
where the positive mitzva of distancing ritually impure people 
from the Temple was violated after the designation of the offer- 
ing, as both goats were designated in advance. And nevertheless, 
the second goat atones for the violation. Evidently, an offering 
can atone for transgressions committed after its designation. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: If both goats were designated 
simultaneously, this would indeed be evidence to that effect. 
But here we are dealing with a case where they were designated 
sequentially, and an incident involving impurity may have 
occurred between their respective designations. 


The Gemara challenges this assertion: But shall we stand and 
say about the verse" mandating these two sin offerings that when 
it is written, it is written specifically with regard to a case where 
they are designated sequentially? 


Rav Pappa said the inference can be rejected for a different 
reason: Do you say that evidence can be adduced from com- 
munal offerings? Communal offerings are different, as the 
court makes a non-verbal stipulation’ about them," in accor- 
dance with what Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says. As Rav 
Yehuda says that Shmuel says: With regard to communal offer- 
ings, the slaughtering knife, i.e., the act of slaughter, designates 
them for what they are." The court stipulates that the second 
goat be consecrated as it is sacrificed, and it therefore atones for 
incidents of impurity that occur beforehand. Individual offerings, 
by contrast, are all designated in advance. 


Rav Yosef, son of Rav Shmuel, said to Rav Pappa: But does 
Rabbi Shimon accept the opinion that the court can make a 
non-verbal stipulation about communal offerings? Doesn’t Rav 
Idi bar Avin say that Rav Amram says that Rabbi Yitzhak says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to animals designated 
as daily offerings® but which in the end were not necessary 
for use by the public, 


NOTES 


But shall we stand and say about the verse — mb xo p 
KI: Rashi explains that the Torah requires that two sin offering 
goats be brought every Shavuot, and it is implausible that they 
are required to be designated sequentially every year. Therefore, 
in the years when the goats are designated simultaneously, one 
of them is superfluous. 


The court makes a non-verbal stipulation - mmap prt ma 2b: 
The court decides when and under what conditions animals 
that are designated for communal offerings are consecrated. 
Accordingly, the court stipulates that animals that were acquired 
by the Temple treasury in order to be sacrificed as daily offer- 
ings and were eventually not required for that purpose do not 
have the status of offerings and can be redeemed even while 
they are unblemished. Furthermore, the court stipulates that 


the second goat sacrificed on Shavuot is consecrated only after 
the first goat is sacrificed. 

The Ritva on Shevuot na infers from the expression: A non- 
verbal stipulation, that it is not necessary for the court to state 
these stipulations explicitly. Rather, it is presumed that the 
court operates with the intent that any communal consecra- 
tion should take effect at the appropriate time and under the 
appropriate conditions. 


The slaughtering knife designates them for what they are - 
aw ny) JA2wWin pao: The act of slaughter designates the offering 

for its appropriate purpose, e.g. a daily offering or a communal 

gift offering, according to the needs of the public, even if the one 

slaughtering the offering does not have that purpose in mind. 
Explicit designation is unnecessary. 
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according to the statement of Rabbi Shimon, they may not be 
redeemed as long as they are unblemished, since they retain the 
status of offerings. But according to the statement of the Rabbis, they 
may be redeemed even when they are unblemished," as the court 
initially stipulates that if they are not needed they will not assume 
the status of an offering. Apparently Rabbi Shimon does not accept 
the notion that the court can stipulate that there be a delay in the 
consecration of communal offerings, and the baraita can be adduced 
as evidence that offerings atone for transgressions committed after 
their designation as offerings. 


And furthermore, continued Rav Yosef, son of Rav Shmuel, one can 
otherwise infer from the goats sacrificed on Shavuot that an offering 
can atone for transgressions committed after designation; as Rabbi 
Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: If the goats sacrificed on Shavuot were 
slaughtered simultaneously and their blood was collected in two 
cups, and the blood of the first goat was sprinkled, for what sin 
is the second goat brought? There was no time in the interim for 
other transgressions to occur. Rabbi Zeira answered: It atones for any 
incident involving impurity that occurred between the sprinkling 
of the blood of that first goat and the sprinkling of the blood of this 
second goat. 


One can infer: Rabbi Yirmeya raised the dilemma only about whether 
or not an offering atones for the violation of a positive mitzva com- 
mitted after its slaughter and before the sprinkling of the blood. But 
with regard to the violation of a positive mitzva that one committed 
after the designation of the offering, before its slaughter, he did not 
raise the dilemma. Apparently, it was obvious to him that the offering 
atones for such a violation. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps Rabbi Yirmeya’s dilemma was 
also with regard to the violations committed after designation. He 
phrased his question to apply to violations committed after slaughter 
because he was saying: Even if you say" that an offering atones for 
violations committed after designation, does it atone for those viola- 
tions committed after slaughter? It may be that neither issue was clear 
to him. 


NOTES 


They may not be redeemed as long as they are unblemished - as the type of offering for which they were initially consecrated, i.e., 


2033 793 Px: Generally speaking, animals that were consecrated 


as burnt offerings, they may be sacrificed for a different purpose. 


for sacrifice on the altar cannot be redeemed unless they develop a 


blemish that renders them unfit for sacrifice. With regard to animals 


He was saying, even if you say — Wa? anid ‘yn Ox: Rashi 


that were consecrated as communal offerings, the Rabbis hold 
that it is a stipulation of the court that if they are not needed for 
this purpose, their sanctity adheres only to their monetary value 
and not to the animals themselves, so that they can be redeemed. 
Rabbi Shimon does not accept the principle that the court makes 
stipulations with regard to communal offerings. Therefore, in his 
opinion, animals that were consecrated as daily offerings and were 
eventually deemed unnecessary are used for the repletion of the 
a 
b 
A 


tar, i.e., they are sacrificed at times when no other offering is 
eing sacrificed so that the altar will not be idle (see Shevuot 12a). 
though the animals were not consecrated initially for this specific 
purpose, Rabbi Shimon maintains that as long as they are sacrificed 


They may be redeemed even when unblemished — pyan p79): 
From the first of Nisan onward, communal offerings are brought 
only from the new collection of money. If animals still exist that 
were designated for the daily offerings and were purchased from 
the previous collection, they are redeemed and are transferred to 
non-sacred status. This is the halakha even with regard to unblem- 


HALAKHA 


explains that it was not clear to Rabbi Yirmeya that an offering 
can atone for a transgression committed after it was designated. 
Rather, he merely raised a dilemma based on that premise. Rashi 
continues that although Rabbi Zeira’s answer clearly indicates 
that he maintains that an offering can atone for a transgression 
committed after it was designated, perhaps the halakha is not 
in accordance with his opinion. Tosafot assert that Rabbi Zeira’s 
opinion on the matter is not obvious either; he may have merely 
reasoned that if an offering can atone for a transgression com- 
mitted after it was designated, it can atone for a transgression 
committed after it was slaughtered as well, without expressing 
his opinion with regard to the premise. 


ished animals, as it is a stipulation of the court with regard to all 
animals that are purchased for the daily offerings that if they are 
not needed, they can be transferred to non-sacred status, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 4:11). 
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NOTES 

A thanks offering that one slaughtered, etc. - Aonwy min 
^: Tosafot suggest that this dispute is specifically with regard 
o a thanks offering, as the verse refers to it as “the sacrifice 
of his thanks offering peace offering” (Leviticus 7:15), indicat- 
ing that it must be sacrificed specifically for the sake of his 
hanks offering, and not for another's thanks offering. Rashi 
maintains that the dispute pertains to all offerings and is 
stated specifically with regard to a thanks offering merely 
because Rabba proves his opinion from a baraita that relates 
o a thanks offering. 


For the sake of another's thanks offering - ivan ntin ow): 
Rashi clarifies that this is not a case where one slaughtered 
one person's thanks offering for the sake of another person, 
as that would constitute a change of owner, which is deter- 
mined only by the intent of the one who slaughtered to 
sprinkle its blood for the sake of another person (see 4a). 
Rather, this is referring to a case where two people, Reuven 
and Shimon, designated animals as thanks offerings, and the 
one who slaughtered Reuven’s thanks offering had Shimon’s 
thanks offering in mind. This, according to Rav Hisda, is a case 
of changing the offering, and therefore the offering does not 
satisfy its owner's obligation. 
The later commentaries find this explanation difficult, and 
some emend Rashi’s wording. One interpretation of Rashi is 
that the one who slaughtered Reuven's thanks offering had in 
mind at the time of slaughter the reason for Shimon’s thanks 
offering. For example, Reuven brought a thanks offering 
because he came out of a dangerous place, Shimon brought 
one because he was healed from illness, and the priest 
slaughtered Reuven's thanks offering having in mind healing 
from illness (Birkat HaZevah; Hok Natan). Some explain Rashi 
as saying that the one who slaughtered Reuven's thanks offer- 
ing had in mind at the time of slaughter the animal that was 
designated for Shimon's thanks offering (Zevah Toda). 


For the sake of his own peace offering - 71" oyw ow: 
Rav Hisda uses the term peace offering even though the 
discussion is about a thanks offering because his opinion is 
derived from the verse: “The sacrifice of his thanks offering 
peace offering” (Leviticus 7:15). 


Asin offering that one slaughtered for the sake of another 
sin offering - nxwn o> Anwy oxen: For example, a sin 
offering that was consecrated to atone for consuming blood 
and was slaughtered to atone for eating forbidden fat is 
not disqualified, as this is not considered a change of the 
offering. 

Rabbeinu Tam suggests that this refers to one person's 
sin offering that was slaughtered for the sake of another's 
sin offering. 
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For the sake of another's thanks offering — 


§ It was stated with regard to a thanks offering that one slaugh- 
tered" for the sake of another’s thanks offering: Rabba says 
that it is fit and satisfies its owner’s obligation, and Rav Hisda 
says it is unfit in this regard. 


Rabba says it is fit because the thanks offering was slaughtered 
for the sake of a thanks offering. Rav Hisda says it is unfit 
because it must be slaughtered for the sake of his own peace 
offering." 


Rabba said: From where do I say that it is fit? It is as it is taught 

in a baraita: The verse states: “And the meat of the sacrifice of 
his thanksgiving peace offering ...on the day that he presents 

his offering it shall be eaten” (Leviticus 7:15-16). Abba Hanin 

said in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: The verse comes to teach that 
a thanks offering that one slaughtered for the sake of a peace 

offering" is fit, whereas a peace offering that was slaughtered 

for the sake of a thanks offering is unfit. And what is the differ- 
ence between this offering and that offering? A thanks offering 

is called a peace offering in the verse, but a peace offering is not 

called a thanks offering. 


Rabba explains: The baraita indicates that a peace offering 
that was slaughtered for the sake of a thanks offering is unfit, 
but a thanks offering that was slaughtered for the sake of 
some other thanks offering is fit. What, is it not referring to the 
thanks offering of another, teaching that it satisfies its owner’s 
obligation? 


The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to another thanks offer- 
ing of his own, which he designated to give thanks for another 
incident of deliverance. 


The Gemara asks: But if one slaughtered his thanks offering 
for the sake of another’s thanks offering, what is the halakha? 
Is it unfit, i.e., it does it not satisfy the owner’s obligation? If so, 
rather than teaching that a peace offering slaughtered for the 
sake of a thanks offering is unfit, let the baraita teach that a 
thanks offering that was slaughtered for the sake of another's 
thanks offering is unfit, and one could infer that all the more so 
a peace offering slaughtered for the sake of a thanks offering 
is unfit. 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the baraita to specify 
a case where a peace offering was slaughtered for the sake of 
his own thanks offering. Otherwise, it might enter your mind 
to say that since a thanks offering is called a peace offering, a 
peace offering is called a thanks offering as well, and therefore 
when one slaughters a peace offering for the sake of a thanks 
offering it should be fit. Therefore the baraita teaches us that 
this is not the case. 


§ Rava says: A sin offering that one slaughtered for the sake 
of another sin offering™" he was obligated to bring is fit; but 
if one slaughtered it for the sake of a burnt offering it is unfit. 


HALAKHA 


ivan nin ow: is referred to as a peace offering, but a peace offering is not 


If Reuven’s burnt offering was slaughtered for the sake of 
Shimon’s burnt offering, the obligation of neither is satis- 
fied, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, who was 
a greater scholar than Rabba (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1, and see Likkutei Halakhot). 


A thanks offering that one slaughtered for the sake of a 
peace offering - ony ows Apnww min: A thanks offer- 
ing that was slaughtered for the sake of a peace offering has 
satisfied its owner's obligation. A peace offering that was 
slaughtered for the sake of a thanks offering has not satis- 
fied its owner's obligation. This is because a thanks offering 


referred to as a thanks offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:13). 


A sin offering that one slaughtered for the sake of another 
sin offering - nxen ow Anww nxwn: If one designated a 
sin offering for one’ transgression and slaughtered it for another 
transgression for which he was also obligated to bring a sin 
offering, the offering is disqualified, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, stated subsequently (9a), 
contrary to the opinion of Rava stated here (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:6 and Kesef Mishne 
there). 
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What is the reason for this distinction? The Merciful One states 
in the Torah: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33), 
and therefore, as long as the sin offering was slaughtered for the 
sake of a sin offering, even another sin offering, it is fit. But if it 
was slaughtered for the sake of a burnt offering it is unfit. 


And Rava says: A sin offering that one slaughtered for a person 
other than its owner, but who nevertheless was obligated to bring 
a sin offering," is unfit. But if one slaughtered it for one who was 
obligated to bring a burnt offering," it is fit. 


What is the reason for this distinction? The Torah states: “And he 
shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 4:26), indicating that it must be 
specifically he, the owner, who shall be forgiven, and not another 
person. The other person to whom this is referring, with regard to 
whom the offering is disqualified, is presumably similar to the 
owner in that he is also obligated to achieve atonement similar 
to the owner’s by bringing a sin offering. Whereas if the other 
person is obligated to bring a burnt offering, and nota sin offering, 
this disqualification does not apply. 


And Rava says: A sin offering that one slaughtered for a person 
who is not obligated to bring anything" is unfit, as there is no 
person among the Jewish people who is not obligated to bring 
an offering for violating a positive mitzva. Therefore, the one for 
whom he slaughtered the offering is considered one who was 
obligated to bring a sin offering. 


And Rava says that a sin offering atones for those obligated to 
bring a burnt offering for violating a positive mitzva, due to an 
a fortiori inference: If a sin offering atones for those who are 
liable for transgressions for which one receives excision from 
the World-to-Come’ if he performs them intentionally, all the 
more so is it not clear that it atones for those liable for failing 
to fulfill a positive mitzva? 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that the violation of a positive 
mitzva is of the same type as the sins atoned for by a sin offering? 
But doesn’t Rava say that a sin offering that one slaughtered 
for a person other than its owner but who was obligated to bring 
a sin offering is unfit, but if it was slaughtered for a person who 
is obligated to bring a burnt offering, it is fit, as he is not obligated 
to provide a similar atonement? Given that burnt offerings 
atone for violations of positive mitzvot, apparently such atone- 
ment is of a different type than atonement for the transgression of 
prohibitions. 


The Gemara answers: A sin offering does not atone for violating 
a positive mitzva by its essence," since prohibitions and positive 
mitzvot are not of the same type, but it atones for it incidentally. 


And Rava says: As for a burnt offering that one slaughtered 
not for its sake, it is still prohibited to sprinkle its blood not 
for its sake. 


NOTES 


Does not atone by its essence, etc. -^31 K922 xb Yp: Since 
the appropriate offering brought for violating a positive mitzva is 
a burnt offering, they are not generally atoned for with a sin offer- 
ing. Therefore, if one slaughters a sin offering for the sake of one 
obligated to bring a burnt offering, it is fit, since there is no con- 
nection between the two that would lead to its disqualification. By 
contrast, if one does not know of any violation obligating him to 


bring a burnt offering, a sin offering does atone incidentally for his 
own unknown violations. Therefore, if one slaughters a sin offering 
for the sake of one who, to his own knowledge, is not obligated 
to bring any offering, the offering is disqualified. Since everyone 
is assumed to have unknown violations of positive mitzvot, the 
atonement of a sin offering is pertinent to him, and considered of 
his type in this respect. 


HALAKHA 


Asin offering that one slaughtered for a person who 
was obligated to bring a sin offering — Aynwy nxon 
NKUN DAM 1 by: Ifa sin offering was “slaughtered 
for the sake of another person who is obligated to 
bring a sin offering, it is disqualified, whether the latter 
person is obligated to bring a standard sin offering ora 
sliding-scale sin offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:7). 


For one who was obligated to bring a burnt offering - 
aby manny my: Ifa sin offering was slaughtered for 
the sake of another who was obligated to bring a burnt 
offering, it is still fit to be sacrificed but does not satisfy 
its owner's obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:8). 


For a person who is not obligated to bring any- 
thing - abs Dom YNY maby: The Rambam writes: If 
a sin offering was slaughtered for the sake of a person 
who is not obligated to bring an offering at all, it is 
disqualified, as that person may be obligated to bring 
an offering without knowing it, in accordance with 
Rava's statement. In another place, the Rambam writes: 
If a burnt offering was slaughtered for a person who is 
not obligated to bring an offering at all, it did not satisfy 
its owner's obligation, as that constitutes a change of 
owner. This is because there is no Jew who never vio- 
lated a positive mitzva; every Jew is obligated to atone 
for his violations. These explanations are discussed in 
Kesef Mishne and in the later commentaries (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:9, 14). 


BACKGROUND 


Excision from the World-to-Come [karet] - m1: Karet 
is a divine punishment for serious transgressions. The 
precise nature of the retribution is a matter of dispute 
among the commentaries, with opinions including 
premature or sudden death, barrenness, the death 
of the sinner’s children, and excision of the soul from 
he World-to-Come. Tractate Karetot mentions thirty- 
six transgressions punishable by karet, all of which 
are violations of prohibitions, with two exceptions: 
eglecting to sacrifice the Paschal offering and fail- 
ure to undergo circumcision. Karet applies only to a 
person who intentionally commits a transgression. In 
certain instances, if the transgression was committed 
in the presence of witnesses, the transgressor is subject 
o execution by an earthly court or to the penalty of 
ashes. Anyone who unwittingly transgresses one of 
he prohibitions punishable by karet must bring a sin 
offering as atonement. 
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HALAKHA 


A burnt offering that is brought by its owner's heirs 
after his death — mn an) man mhiy: With regard 
to a burnt offering that is brought by its owner's heirs 
after his death, even if it is slaughtered for the wrong 
owner, it satisfies the owner's obligation. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava, as it follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (5b), and the Gemara (6a) 
accepts his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:15). 


If one violates a positive mitzva and repents — %3% 
avi ney niin by: One who violated a positive mitzva 
that is not punishable by karet and repented is forgiven 
immediately (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 
1:4). 


NOTES 

Saying actually, etc. -= 3) vas? XPT: The question is 
whether, by saying that an offering has an owner after 
its owner's death, Rav Pinehas meant to dispute Rava’s 
statement, or to clarify that although the heir is not con- 
sidered an owner with regard to the halakha requiring 
intent for the sake of the owner, the offering does atone 
or him (see Sefat Emet). 


lam saying actually — x»aygp xp: The Hazon Ish writes 
hat although the heir is obligated to bring another 
offering if it was slaughtered for the wrong owner, his 
obligation is to bring it from the inheritance, not from 
his own property. Later commentaries note that the 
opinion of Rav Pinehas apparently disagrees with Rabbi 
Yohanan's opinion (5b) that heirs are not considered to 
be owners of the offering. 


LANGUAGE 


Gift [doron] — pini: From the Greek 8@pov, doron, 
meaning gift or present. 


Advocate [peraklit] - obp: Derived from the Greek 
Tapakdntos, paraklētos, meaning one who makes 
another's claim for him, i.e., a lawyer or advocate. 
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Why is this so? If you wish, cite a verse; and if you wish, propose 
a logical argument. The Gemara elaborates: If you wish, cite a 
verse: “That which has gone out of your lips you shall observe 
and do; according to what you have vowed freely to the Lord your 
God, even that which you have promised with your mouth” (Deu- 
teronomy 23:24). The derivation from this verse was explained in 
2a. If you wish, propose a logical argument: Just because one 
deviated from protocol in its slaughter, shall he continue to deviate 
from protocol in the rest of the sacrificial process? This is as it was 
stated at the beginning of the chapter (2a). 


And Rava says: With regard to a burnt offering that is brought 
by its owner’s heirs after his death," if one slaughtered it with a 
deviation from the type of offering, i.e., for the sake of another type 
of offering, it is unfit, i.e., it does not satisfy the owner’s obligation, 
and the heirs must therefore bring another offering. But if it was 
slaughtered with a deviation with regard to the owner, i.e., for the 
sake of another person, it is fit, as the offering has no legal owner 
after the owner’s death. 


And Rav Pinehas, son of Rav Ami, says that an offering has an 
owner after its owner's death, specifically, the heir. Rav Ashi said 
to Rav Pinehas, son of Rav Ami: Is the Master saying that an 
offering actually" has an owner after its owner's death, and that if 
it was slaughtered for the sake of the wrong owner, the heir must 
bring another burnt offering, contrary to the opinion of Rava? 
Or perhaps the Master is merely saying that if the heir has several 
violations of positive mitzvot, the offering atones for them, but 
still if it was slaughtered for the sake of the wrong owner, the heir 
is not required to bring another offering. 


Rav Pinehas said to him: I am saying that the heir is actually" the 
owner, and if the offering was slaughtered for someone else, he must 
bring another offering. 


And Rava says: A burnt offering is a gift [doron]' to God; its essen- 
tial purpose is not atonement. Rava supports his assertion: What 
are the circumstances under which a burnt offering atones for 
violating a positive mitzva? If one brings a burnt offering without 
repentance for his transgression, he may not sacrifice it at all, as “the 
sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination” (Proverbs 21:27). And 
if there is repentance, isn’t it taught in a baraita that if one violates 
a positive mitzva and repents," God forgives him before he even 
moves from his place? If so, why is he required to bring an offering? 
Rather, conclude from it that a burnt offering is a gift that one 
brings in order to appease God even after he is forgiven. 


The Gemara states amnemonic for this series of statements by Rava: 
A sin offering atones for who, a burnt offering after a gift. 


This last statement of Rava is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon 
said: For what purpose is a sin offering brought? The Gemara 
interrupts: For what purpose is it brought? Is it not brought to 
atone fora transgression? Rather, Rabbi Shimon clearly meant: For 
what reason is it brought before a burnt offering in all circum- 
stances where both are brought? Rabbi Shimon answered: It is 
comparable to an advocate [lifraklit]' who enters before the king 
to convince him to pardon the defendant. Once the advocate has 
appeased the king, the gift is brought in after him. 


§ The mishna teaches that all offerings are fit even if slaughtered not 
for their sake, except for the Paschal offering and the sin offering. 
The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that a Paschal offering 
is required to be slaughtered for its sake? 


The Gemara answers: It is derived from a verse, as it is written: 


“Observe the month of the spring and offer [ve'asita] the Paschal 


offering” (Deuteronomy 16:1), teaching that all of the actions 
[asiyyotav] of the Paschal offering, all of its sacrificial rites, must 
be performed for the sake of the Paschal offering. 
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The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that devi- 
ation from the type of offering is prohibited. From where do 
we derive that deviation with regard to the owner is also 
prohibited? 


The Gemara answers that this is derived from a verse, as it is 
written: “And you shall say: It is the sacrifice [zevah] of the 
Lord’s Passover” (Exodus 12:27), which indicates that the slaugh- 
ter [zeviha] must be performed for the sake of the Paschal offer- 
ing. If the verse is not necessary in order to derive the matter of 
deviation from the type of offering, as that halakha is derived 
from Deuteronomy 16:1, apply it to the matter of deviation with 
regard to the owner. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the mitzva to sacrifice 
the Paschal offering for its sake and for the sake ofits owner. From 
where do we derive that these intentions are indispensable’ and, 
if lacking, disqualify the offering? 


The Gemara answers: The verse states: “And you shall sacrifice 
[vezavahta] the Paschal offering unto the Lord, your God, of 
the flock and the herd” (Deuteronomy 16:2). By repeating the 
mitzva to sacrifice the Paschal offering for its sake and for the 
sake of its owner, the Torah indicates that these two intentions 
are both indispensable to the sacrificial process. 


Rav Safra objects to this: Does this verse: “And you shall sacri- 
fice,’ come to teach this halakha? It is necessary for the statement 
of Rav Nahman, as Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: 
From where is it derived that a leftover Paschal offering, an 
animal consecrated but not ultimately sacrificed on Passover eve, 
is sacrificed as a peace offering afterward? It is derived from that 
which is stated: “And you shall sacrifice the Passover offering 
unto the Lord, your God, of the flock and the herd.” The verse 
is difficult: But isn’t a Paschal offering brought only from the 
lambs and from the goats? From here it is derived that a leftover 
Paschal offering" should be sacrificed as an offering brought 
both from the flock and from the herd." And what is that? It is 
a peace offering. 


Rather, Rav Safra says that the verses should be expounded as 


follows: The verse “And you shall sacrifice the Paschal offering” 


teaches the statement of Rav Nahman, that a leftover Paschal 
offering is sacrificed as a peace offering. The verse: “Observe the 
month of the spring and offer the Paschal offering” (Deuter- 
onomy 16:1), teaches that there is a mitzva to sacrifice the Paschal 
offering without deviation from the type of offering. The verse: 

“And you shall say: It is the sacrifice of the Lord’s Passover” (Exo- 
dus 12:27), teaches that there is a mitzva to slaughter it without 
deviation with regard to the owner. The term “it is” in the latter 
verse teaches that both here and there, i.e., with regard to both 
the offering and the owner, proper intent is indispensable. 


Rav Safra continues: And we found a source for slaughter. From 
where do we derive that other sacrificial rites must also be per- 
formed for the sake of the owner or the offering is disqualified? 
Since the Torah revealed that this intention is indispensable to 
the proper slaughter of the Paschal offering, it thereby revealed" 
that it is critical to proper performance of the other rites as well. 


Rav Ashi says: We do not say that since the Torah revealed that 
this halakha is indispensable to slaughter, it thereby revealed 
that it is indispensable to the other rites as well. Rather, from 
where do we derive that it is indispensable to the other sacrificial 
rites? It is derived from a verse, as it is written: “This is the law 
of the burnt offering, and of the meal offering, and of the sin 
offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecration offering, 
and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37), indicating 
that all offerings must, like a peace offering, be sacrificed for their 
own sake. 


BACKGROUND 


Indispensable — apy: This is a concept encountered 
in many areas of halakha. There is often a particular, 
proper way of performing a mitzva, but one who does 
not perform the mitzva in this fashion nevertheless 
fulfills his obligation. With regard to other mitzvot, 
the failure to perform certain details may render the 
obligation unfulfilled. These details are deemed indis- 
pensable. The distinction between elements in the 
performance of a mitzva that are required ab initio and 
details that are deemed indispensable is encountered 
primarily in the halakhot of sacrifices. 


HALAKHA 
A leftover Paschal offering — mbit inin: If one sepa- 
rated money to buy a Paschal offering and ultimately 
did not use all of the money, he should buy a peace 
offering with the remainder, in accordance with Rav 
Nahman’s statement (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 4:10). 


NOTES 


As an offering brought from the flock and from the 
herd - 3p37 0K27 pa wat 12: Why is it assumed 
that this is referring to a peace offering, when a burnt 
offering is also brought from both the flock and from 
the herd? Rashi answers that the reference is to an 
offering that can be brought from both sexes of the 
flock or herd; a burnt offering is brought only from 
males. Tosafot add two other answers: One is that this 
matter is derived from other verses that relate specifi- 
cally to a peace offering (see 9a), and the other is that 
he verse presumably refers to an offering of lesser 
sanctity, similar to a Paschal offering. 


Since the Torah revealed it revealed - ty ty Dyin: 


This reasoning is comparable to one of the fundamen- 


al talmudic principles of biblical exegesis, namely: 
A matter that was included in a general category but 
emerged to teach a halakha, emerged to teach not 
just about itself but to teach about the entire category. 
Since slaughter is included in the category of sacrificial 
rites involving the blood of the offering, the halakha 
aught with regard to slaughter pertains to the other 
rites as well. 
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And itis taught in a baraita: In the verse: “In the day that he com- 
manded the children of Israel to present their offerings” (Leviti- 
cus 7:38), this word, i.e., “offerings,” is referring to the firstborn? 
animal, the animal tithe,” and the Paschal offering, which are 
not mentioned in the previous verse. 


The text juxtaposes all types of offerings mentioned in both verses 
with a peace offering, indicating that just as one who sacrifices a 
peace offering is required to do so with the proper intent, both 
concerning deviation from the offering and concerning deviation 
with regard to the owner, and in addition, the halakha of proper 
intent is only as a mitzva, not as an indispensable requirement, 
so too, in the case of any type of offering that must have proper 
intent, both concerning deviation from the offering and concern- 
ing deviation with regard to the owner, the halakha of proper intent 
is only as a mitzva. Therefore, the mitzva ab initio is derived from 
the halakha of a peace offering; and those verses mentioned earlier 
repeat the halakha to teach that it is indispensable with regard 
to slaughter. 


And the juxtaposition of the peace offering with the Paschal offering 
indicates that a Paschal offering is similar to a peace offering in 
another respect: Just as with regard to a peace offering, you 
did not distinguish between slaughter and the other rites with 
regard to the mitzva ab initio of proper intent, so too, with regard 
to the Paschal offering, do not distinguish between slaughter and 
the other sacrificial rites with regard to the halakha that proper 
intent is indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, since the indispensability of proper 
intent with regard to the Paschal offering is derived from its juxta- 
position with the peace offering, why do I need the term “it is” to 
be written in Exodus 12:27? What is derived from there? 


The Gemara answers: This is written to teach that this requirement 
is indispensable only in the case of a Paschal offering, and not in 
the case of a guilt offering. As it is taught in a baraita: Concerning 
the Paschal offering, the term “it is” is stated with regard to 
slaughter in Exodus 12:27 to teach that intent for the owner is 
indispensable. But concerning a guilt offering, the term “it is’ 
is stated only after the verse mentions the burning of the sacri- 
ficial portions, and since a guilt offering itself is fit even when its 
portions were not burned on the altar at all, intent for the sake of 
the owner at this point is certainly not indispensable. 


§ The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that ifa sin offering 
is sacrificed for the sake of the wrong type of offering or one other 
than its owner, it is disqualified? The Gemara answers: It is derived 
from this verse, as it is written: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” 
(Leviticus 4:33), teaching that the slaughter must be performed 
for the sake of a sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source with regard to slaughter. 
From where do we derive this with regard to collection of the 
blood? The Gemara answers: It is derived from this verse, as it is 
written: 


Firstborn — 1123: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or goats 
belonging to a Jew is consecrated from birth and must be given 
toa priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the Temple, with its meat 
eaten by the priests and their families (see Numbers 18:17-18). If 
a firstborn animal develops a physical blemish that disqualifies it 
from being sacrificed as an offering, it may be slaughtered and 
eaten like any other non-sacred kosher animal. Nevertheless, it 


still has to be given to a priest as a gift. 


TTS p 


BACKGROUND 


Animal tithe - mana Wy: On three occasions each year, the 
owner of a herd of kosher animals is required to gather into an 
enclosure all the animals born during the preceding period and 
to let them out one by one. These animals pass “under the rod 
(see Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth animal is marked with red 
paint, to indicate that it is an animal tithe and is consecrated. If 
it is fit to be sacrificed, the animal tithe is brought to the Temple 
and sacrificed in a manner similar to that of a peace offering. 
Its blood is sprinkled on the altar, and its meat is eaten by its 
owner but not by the priests. The halakhot of animal tithes are 
elucidated in tractate Bekhorot. 
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“And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering” (Levi- 
ticus 4:25), teaching that the collection of the blood must be 
performed for the sake of a sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: And we found a source for the halakha that the 
slaughter and collection" must be performed for the sake of a sin 
offering. From where do we derive this halakha with regard to the 
sprinkling of the blood? The Gemara answers: It is derived from 
a verse, as the verse states: “And the priest shall make atonement 
for him concerning his sin” (Leviticus 4:26)," teaching that the 
atonement must be effected for the sake of a sin offering, as 
atonement is effected by the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the prohibition against 
deviation from the type of offering. From where do we derive 
the prohibition against deviation with regard to the owner? The 
Gemara answers: The aforementioned verse states: “And the priest 
shall make atonement for him,” indicating that the intent must 
be for him, and not for another. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the mitzva to sprinkle 
the blood for the sake of the owner ab initio. From where do we 
derive that this is indispensable and disqualifies the offering ifnot 
fulfilled? The Gemara answers: It is as Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, says with regard to the sin offering of a nazirite: Since 
the verse could have simply stated: Sin offering, but instead stated: 
“His sin offering” (Numbers 6:16), it is inferred that the offering 
must be sacrificed for his, the owner’s, sake. Here too, since the 
verse could have simply stated “sin,” but states “his sin,” one infers 
that if the blood of the sin offering is not sprinkled for the sake of 
its owner, it is disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the mitzva of sacrificing 
a sin offering without deviation from the type of offering ab initio, 
and with regard to sprinkling its blood without deviation with 
regard to the owner concerning both its mitzva ab initio and its 
indispensability. From where do we derive that performing all 
sacrificial rites without deviation from the type of offering is an 
indispensable requirement, and that performing all other rites, 
besides sprinkling the blood, without deviation with regard to the 
owner is both a mitzva ab initio and indispensable? 


Rabbi Yona says: It is derived from the halakha concerning the 
sin offering of a nazirite; as it is written concerning a nazirite: 
“And the priest shall bring them before the Lord, and shall offer 
[ve‘asa] his sin offering, and his burnt offering” (Numbers 6:16). 
The verse teaches that all of its sacrificial actions [asiyyotav] must 
be performed for the sake of a sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that a sin 
offering must be sacrificed without deviation from the type of 
offering, and that this requirement is indispensable. From where 
do we derive that sacrificing it without deviation with regard 
to the owner is also indispensable, even in rites other than the 
sprinkling of the blood? 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, says: Since the verse concerning 
a nazirite could have simply stated: Sin offering, but instead 
states: “His sin offering,” one infers that the offering must be 
sacrificed for the owner’s sake. 


Ravina objects to this: If that is so, what do you interpret from 
the fact that the same verse could have stated: Burnt offering, 
but instead states: “His burnt offering”?" 


NOTES 
And we found a source for slaughter and collection — 


sary, as the halakhot of collecting the blood all apply with 
regard to conveying the blood as well (Rashi; see 4a). 


And the priest shall make atonement for him concern- 
ing his sin [mehattato] - inna yian voy 3232Y: The term 
“concerning his sin [mehattato]" is interpreted exegetically in 
reference to a sin offering, which is also called a hatat, as the 
term mehattato is superfluous. 

The Gemara cites this verse even though it is stated with 
regard to the sin offering of a king, as with regard to the sin 
offering of an ordinary person the verse states: “And the priest 
shall make atonement for him concerning his sin that he has 
sinned” (Leviticus 4:35); the term “his sin that he has sinned” 
cannot be interpreted in reference to the offering. 

Tosafot maintain that the verse cited in the Gemara is not 
from the passage about the ruler’s sin offering (Leviticus 4:26), 
but from the passage about a sliding-scale sin offering (Leviti- 
cus 5:6). This is based on the fact that the verse concerning the 
ruler's sin offering is stated after the burning of the portions 
consumed on the altar, at a stage when the priest's intent can 
no longer disqualify the offering (see 5b). Furthermore, the 
verse states: “And the priest shall make atonement for him 
concerning his sin [mehattato], and he shall be forgiven’; the 
phrase “and he shall be forgiven” precludes interpretation of 
the term of hatat in reference to the offering. 


What do you interpret from the fact that it could have 
stated: Burnt offering, but instead states: His burnt offer- 
ing — a AVTTON indiy nbiy: The term “his burnt offering” 
cannot be interpreted in the same manner as “his sin offering,’ 
as it is universally accepted that a burnt offering that was 
slaughtered for the sake of the wrong owner is not disquali- 
fied. Therefore, interpreting the term “his sin offering’ in this 
manner is also problematic, as one cannot interpret a verse 
selectively. 
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BACKGROUND 


Meal offerings - nina: These include all offerings of 
flour or bread brought in the Temple. Among the mea 
offerings are the two loaves of bread brought on Shavuot, 
he Temple shewbread, the various kinds of voluntary 
meal offerings, the sinner’s meal offering, the loaves o 
bread accompanying a thanks offering, the meal offerings 
hat accompany libations, the meal offering of a woman 
suspected by her husband of having been unfaithful [sota], 
and the omer offering. Numerous complex halakhot apply 
o these meal offerings, and most of tractate Menahot 
is dedicated to a detailed discussion of them. Most o 
he meal offerings are brought from unleavened whea 
flour. Likewise, most of them require removing a handfu 
of the offering and burning it on the altar, an essentia 
element in the sacrificial process. Many types of mea 
offerings have oil mixed with them or incense added to 
them at some stage of their preparation. The halakhot o 
meal offerings parallel the halakhot of animal sacrifices in 
numerous respects, and many of the acts that disqualify 
animal sacrifices disqualify meal offerings as well. 


Meal offering brought with the libations - D393 nna: 
Meal offerings are brought together with all animal burnt 
offerings and peace offerings, both individual and com- 
munal. These meal offerings are accompanied by libations 
of wine. Oil, but not frankincense, is added to the meal 
offering brought with the libations. The handful of flour 
is not removed from this meal offering, nor is it waved or 
brought near to the altar as are other types of meal offer- 
ings. The entire meal offering is burned on the altar, and 
none of it is eaten by the priests. The quantities of flour in 
the meal offering brought with libations are fixed by the 
Torah: Three-tenths of an ephah for a bull, two-tenths for 
a ram, and one-tenth for a lamb. One-tenth of an ephah is 
approximately 3 2. The animal offerings accompanied by a 
meal offering brought with libations are not rendered unfit 
if the meal offering is not sacrificed. Likewise, although 
the meal offering brought with libations is supposed to 
be sacrificed together with the animal offering, the meal 
offering remains acceptable even if the libations are sac- 
rificed later. 


Forbidden fat - abn: This refers to animal fat whose 
consumption is prohibited by Torah law, in contrast to 
permitted fat. Intentionally consuming the forbidden fat 
of kosher domesticated animals is punishable by karet 
(see Leviticus 7:22-25). A sin offering must be brought for 
partaking of it unwittingly. The fat of non-domesticated 
‘osher animals and kosher birds may be eaten. Among 
he signs differentiating forbidden from permitted fat is 
hat the forbidden fat lies above the meat and is not inter- 
wined with it. It is enclosed by a thin membrane and is 
easily peeled away from the meat. Most of the forbidden 
at of an animal offering is sacrificed on the altar. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Ravina, what do you interpret 
from the subsequent verse: “The priest shall offer also his meal 
offering and his libation” (Numbers 6:17)? Why does Ravina not 
mention that this verse could have stated: Meal offering, but instead 
states: “His meal offering,” and that it could have stated: Libation, 
but instead states: “His libation”? 


The Gemara answers: That language is necessary; it is just like 
the phrase: “Their meal offering and their libations,’* which is 
mentioned many times in the portion of the Festival offerings (e.g., 
Numbers 29:37). It teaches that the meal offerings and libations 
that are brought with the additional animal offerings of the Festivals 
can be sacrificed even at night after the offering is brought. The 
phrase: “Their meal offering and their libations,” also teaches 
that they may be brought even on the following day. Likewise here, 
when stated with regard to a nazirite, the phrase teaches that they 
may be brought at night or the day after the offering is sacrificed. 
But there remains a difficulty: What do you interpret from the 
fact that the verse could have stated: Burnt offering, but instead 
states: “His burnt offering”? 


The Gemara raises an additional objection to the derivation from 
a nazirite’s sin offering: And furthermore,” can the halakhot of a 
standard sin offering and ofa nazirite’s sin offering be derived from 
one another?” The halakhot of a sin offering brought for a trans- 
gression, e.g., eating forbidden fat,™ cannot be derived from the 
halakhot of a nazirite’s sin offering, due to the unique element 
of stringency of the latter, since there is other blood, i.e., other 
offerings are brought, with it. Likewise, the halakhot of a nazirite’s 
sin offering cannot be derived from the halakhot of a sin offer- 
ing brought for eating forbidden fat, due to the unique element of 
stringency of the latter, since it atones for a transgression punishable 


by excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. 


Their meal offering and their libations - 039) NM: Rashi 
explains that this is referring not to a specific verse, but to the 
phrase “their meal offering and their libations,’ which is men- 
ioned many times in the portion of the additional offerings of 
he Festivals. Since this phrase is superfluous, as a meal offering 
and libations are brought with every burnt offering, it is inter- 
preted exegetically as indicating that the meal offering and liba- 
ions that are brought with animal offerings do not have to be 
sacrificed on the same day that the animal offering is sacrificed. 
This is provided that they were not already consecrated by being 
put in Temple service vessel, as that would render them disquali- 
fied due to being left overnight. Rashi adds that the halakha that 
meal offerings and libations don't have to be sacrificed on the 
day that the animal offering is sacrificed is inferred from the 
wording of the phrase. Even if the meal offering and libations 
of an animal offering are brought on the following night or day, 
they are still considered “their” meal offering and libations. 
Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar rejects this explanation, and 
claims that this halakha is derived from the verse: “With their 
meal offering and their libations, even an offering of fire, of 
a pleasing aroma unto the Lord” (Leviticus 23:18), stated with 
regard to the animal offerings that are brought with the offering 
of the two loaves on Shavuot. This verse juxtaposes the meal 
offering and libations with the portions of the animal offerings 
consumed by the fire on the altar, indicating that just as these 
portions can be sacrificed all night after the offering is slaugh- 
tered and its blood is sprinkled, so too, the meal offering and 
libations can be sacrificed at night, after the animal offering is 
already sacrificed. It is unclear according to this explanation how 
itis derived that the meal offering and libations can be sacrificed 
the next day as well (see Tosafot). 

A third explanation is that of Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz (Menahot 
44b; see Shita Mekubbetzet here), according to which the Gemara 


NOTES 


is referring to the verse stated with regard to the second day of 
Sukkot: “And their meal offering and their libation for the bulls, 
for the rams” (Numbers 29:18). It is derived from the fact that the 

meal offering and libations are mentioned before the animal 

offerings that the meal offering and libations of the animal offer- 
ings of the first day of Sukkot may be sacrificed on the next day, 
the second day of Sukkot. 


And furthermore, etc. -= 1313: This difficulty pertains not only 
to the statement of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who derived 
from the halakha of a nazirite’s sin offering that it is indispensable 
for a sin offering to be sacrificed for its owner's sake, but also to 
Rabbi Yona's derivation that it is indispensable for a sin offering 
to be sacrificed for its own sake. 


Can the halakhot be derived from one another — Timma "733 2: 
The derivation from a nazirite’s sin offering assumes that since 
it is stated with regard to a standard sin offering that it must be 
sacrificed for its sake, this applies with regard to a nazirite’s sin 
offering as well. Therefore, the allusion to this halakha in the 
verse concerning a nazirite’s sin offering is superfluous, and so it 
is interpreted as indicating that this requirement is indispensable 
with regard to both types of sin offerings. The Gemara questions 
the presumption that the halakhot of these sin offerings can be 
derived from one another. 


A sin offering brought for eating forbidden fat - abn NKUN: 
This refers to a standard sin offering, which is brought to atone 
for transgressing a prohibition that is punishable by karet when 
transgressed intentionally. A standard sin offering is referred to 
as a sin offering brought for eating forbidden fat because this 
was the most common unwitting transgression of a prohibition 
punishable by karet. One can easily confuse forbidden fat for 
permitted fat, as they look and taste similar. 
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Rather, Rava says:" These halakhot are derived from the halakha 
of the sin offering of a leper;’ as it is written: “And the priest shall 
offer [ve‘asa] the sin offering” (Leviticus 14:19), teaching that all 
sacrificial actions of [asiyyotav] a sin offering must be performed 
for the sake of a sin offering. 


And we found a source for the halakha that a sin offering must be 
sacrificed without deviation from the type of offering, and that 
this is indispensable. From where do we derive that sacrificing a 
sin offering without deviation with regard to the owner is also 
indispensable? The verse states: “And make atonement for the one 
that is to be purified of his impurity” (Leviticus 14:19), indicating 
that the sin offering must be sacrificed for the sake of this person 
who is being purified, and not for another person who is to be 
purified. 


The Gemara asks: But still, can the halakhot of a standard sin offer- 
ing and a leper’s sin offering be derived from one another? This 
comparison is also problematic. The halakhot of a sin offering 
brought for eating forbidden fat cannot be derived from the hala- 
khot of a leper’s sin offering, since there is other blood that is 
brought with the latter, i.e., a burnt offering and a guilt offering; and 
the halakhot of a leper’s sin offering cannot be derived from the 
halakhot of a sin offering brought for eating forbidden fat, since 
the latter atones for a transgression punishable by karet. 


The Gemara answers: Indeed, the halakhot of a sin offering cannot 
be derived from the halakhot of one other type of sin offering alone. 
But one can derive the halakhot of one type of sin offering from the 
halakhot of the other two. The verses concerning a standard sin 
offering, that of a leper, and that of a nazirite all contain elements 
that indicate that the offering must be sacrificed for its own sake. 
Two of them together are sufficient to teach that this halakha applies 
to the third case. The third case is therefore apparently extraneous, 
and it is understood to teach that proper intent in this regard is 
indispensable for all the offering’s rites. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to which type of sin offering should 
the Torah not have written this halakha, i.e., which of the three 
cases should be regarded as the extraneous case? If you say: Let the 
Merciful One not write it with regard to a sin offering brought 
for eating forbidden fat, and one can derive it from these other sin 
offerings, i.e., those of a nazirite and a leper, this can be refuted: 
What is notable about these other sin offerings? They are notable 
in that there is other blood brought with them. Therefore, the 
halakha should apply only to similar sin offerings. 


If you say: Let the Merciful One not write it with regard to a 
nazirite’s sin offering, and one can derive it from these other sin 
offerings, those of a leper and a sinner, this can also be refuted: What 
is notable about these other sin offerings? They are notable in that 
one does not have the option of obtaining an exemption through a 
request to a halakhic authority. A nazirite, by contrast, can request 
of a halakhic authority to dissolve his vow of naziriteship, thereby 
nullifying his obligation. 


BACKGROUND 


Leper [metzora] — ysn: The halakhot of tzara‘at, traditionally 
rendered as leprosy but not necessarily identified medically with 
that illness, are recorded in the Torah in Leviticus, chapters 13-14. 
They are detailed in tractate Nega’im, which deals exclusively with 
the different types of leprosy. The halakha distinguishes between 
the ritual impurity of a quarantined leper, i.e., a suspected leper, 
who is isolated for a period of up to two weeks until his status is 
clarified, and that of a confirmed leper. A confirmed leper must 
grow his hair long, rend his garments, and cover his head in a 
particular way. Part of the purification process involves removing 
all of his body hair. 


Request to a halakhic authority - mew: If a person makes a 
vow or takes an oath, and afterward he regrets having done so, 
he may go to a halakhic authority and request that he dissolve his 
vow or oath. In certain instances, the halakhic authority has the 
power to dissolve the vow, abrogating it retroactively. There are 
certain vows that are automatically dissolved and do not require 
the intervention of a halakhic authority. Others can be dissolved 
only under specific conditions. 


NOTES 
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ion, Rava’s derivation is based on the assump- 
the requirement of sacrificing a sin offering 
ke and for its owner's sake is derived from the 
a standard sin offering; Rava derives from the 
out a leper’s sin offering that this requirement 
ensable to the sacrificial process, just as Rabbi 


Yona derives it from the verse about a nazirite’s sin offer- 


ing (Rashi 


The Shita Mekubbetzet explains that Rava accepts 
Rabbi Yona's derivation with regard to the obligation to 


sacrifice 


the offering for its own sake. Rava’s derivation 


concerns only the requirement of sacrificing the offering 
for the sake of its owner. 
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If you say: Let the Merciful One not write it with regard to a 
leper’s sin offering, and one can derive it from these other sin 
offerings, those of a nazirite and a sinner, this can also be refuted: 
What is notable about these other sin offerings? They are notable 
in that they cannot be brought from doves instead of sheep if the 
owner is poor, unlike a leper’s sin offering (see Leviticus 14:21). 
Therefore, the halakhot of these different sin offerings cannot be 
derived from one another. 


Rather, the halakha is derived from that which the verse states: 
“This is the law of the burnt offering, and of the meal offering, 
and of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecra- 
tion offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 
7:37). The verse juxtaposes a sin offering with a peace offering, 
indicating that just as for a peace offering we require intent for 
its sake, as a mitzva ab initio, both concerning the deviation from 
the type of offering and concerning deviation with regard to the 
owner, so too, for a sin offering we require intent for its sake 
as a mitzva, both concerning deviation from the type of offering 

and concerning deviation with regard to the owner. 


Therefore, the mitzva ab initio is derived from the halakha of a 
peace offering; and those verses mentioned earlier, from which 
this requirement is derived with regard to each type of sin offering 
separately, repeat the halakha to teach that it is indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: And we found a source for these halakhot with 

regard to a sin offering brought for eating forbidden fat, as it is 

written with regard to it: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” 
(Leviticus 4:33), indicating that it must be slaughtered for the sake 

of a sin offering. Likewise, sources for this halakha with regard 

to the sin offerings of a nazirite and a leper have also been cited. 


From where do we derive these halakhot with regard to a sin 
offering brought for idol worship,” which has unique halakhot, 
as detailed in Numbers 15:27-31, and with regard to which the 
term: For a sin offering, is not written? Likewise, from where do 
we derive them with regard to the sin offerings that are brought for 
the hearing of the voice,’ and for an utterance’ of the lips, and 
for the defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial foods, which also 
have unique halakhot (Leviticus 5:1-13), and with regard to which 
the term: For a sin offering, is not written either? 


NOTES 


Asin offering brought for idol worship - 7% 7Tiay7 nyn: This is 
a reference to the type of sin offering recorded in Numbers 15:22-31, 
which, according to the tradition of the Sages, is brought by one 
who transgresses the prohibition of idol worship unwittingly. Its 
purpose is similar to that of a standard sin offering: It atones for 
transgressing a prohibition punishable by karet that was performed 


Hearing the voice - Uipa nyw: If an individual is approached 
by a litigant who asks him to testify in a court on his behalf, the 
witness must participate in the trial. In the event that he denies 
having knowledge and takes a false oath to that effect, he will, upon 
subsequent confession of his sin, be required to bring a sliding-scale 
sin offering, i.e., a sin offering whose type depends on the financial 
status of the sinner. The halakhic obligation of witnesses to testify is 
called hearing the voice, based on the verse: “And if anyone sins, in 
that he hears the voice of adjuration, he being a witness, whether 
he has seen or known, if he does not utter it, then he shall bear his 
iniquity” (Leviticus 5:1). It is irrelevant if the false oath was taken 
intentionally or not. 


BACKGROUND 


unwittingly. Nevertheless, its details are different. A standard indi- 
vidual sin offering is a goat or a lamb, and a standard sin offering for 
an unwitting communal sin is a bull. By contrast, an individual sin 
offering for idolatrous worship is specifically a goat, and a communal 
sin offering for idolatrous worship is also a goat, and is brought 
together with a bull burnt offering. 


An oath on an utterance - *19°2 ny3: This expression is derived 
from the verse: “Or a person who takes an oath to express with lips 
to do harm or to do good, for everything that a person shall express 
in an oath, and it was hidden from him and he knew and he is 
guilty of one of these” (Leviticus 5:4). This oath, which one takes to 
obligate himself, is called an oath on an utterance, to distinguish it 
from other oaths, e.g., an oath of testimony. The details of its numer- 
ous and complex halakhot are articulated in tractate Shevuot. The 
halakha is that one who intentionally takes a false oath is not liable 
to receive karet, although he is in violation of a Torah prohibition. If 
he transgresses the prohibition unwittingly, he is liable to bring a 
sliding-scale sin offering. 
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The Gemara answers: With regard to a sin offering brought for 
idol worship, these halakhot are derived from the halakhot of a 
sin offering brought for eating forbidden fat, as idol worship is 
also punishable by karet, similar to consumption of forbidden 
fat. And with regard to all these other sin offerings, which are 
brought for transgressions not punishable by karet, these halakhot 
are derived by analogy from the common element" of the afore- 
mentioned three sources, namely, a standard sin offering, the sin 
offering of a nazirite, and the sin offering of a leper. 


§ The Sages taught: When a Paschal offering is sacrificed at its 
appointed time, on Passover eve after noon, if it is sacrificed for 
its sake, it is fit; if it is sacrificed not for its sake, it is unfit, as 
stated in the mishna. And when an offering consecrated as a Paschal 
offering is sacrificed during the rest of the days of the year, if it 
is sacrificed for its sake," it is unfit; if it is sacrificed not for its 
sake, it is fit." 


The Gemara presents a mnemonic for the names of the amora’im 
mentioned in this discussion: Shin, lamed, vav; kuf, beit, alef, yod, 
tzadi, nun; mem, mem, heh, reish; beit, tzadi, alef; beit, alef. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, i.e., that 
if a Paschal offering is sacrificed during the rest of the year it is fit 
if sacrificed not for its sake? Shmuel’s father says: The verse states: 

“And if his offering for a sacrifice of peace offerings unto the 
Lord is of the flock” (Leviticus 3:6), indicating that an offering 
that is brought only from the flock" will be a sacrifice of peace 
offerings." The Paschal offering fulfills this criterion. 


The Gemara challenges: Say that if it is sacrificed for the sake of a 
peace offering, yes, itis fit, but ifit is sacrificed for the sake of some 
other offering, it is not fit. Rabbi Ila says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The redundant expression “for a sacrifice” in Leviticus 3:6 
is stated to include any type of sacrifice. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say that a Paschal offering should be ren- 
dered as any offering for which one slaughters it; for example, ifit 
is slaughtered for the sake of a burnt offering, it should be rendered 
a burnt offering. 


The Gemara answers: If the phrase: For peace offerings and a 
sacrifice, was written in the verse, it would be as you say. Now 
that it is written: “For a sacrifice of peace offerings,” it indicates 
that for whatever type of offering one slaughters it, it will be a 
peace offering. 


The Gemara challenges: Say that: “For a sacrifice,” is a generaliza- 
tion and: “Of peace offerings,” is a detail, and according to the 
principles of biblical hermeneutics, wherever there is a generaliza- 
tion and a detail, the generalization includes only that which is 
specified in the detail. Accordingly, if the offering is sacrificed 
for the sake of a peace offering, yes, it is fit; but ifit is sacrificed for 
the sake of another offering, it is not fit. 


The Gemara answers: With the term: “Unto the Lord,” the verse 
then generalized again. Therefore, the verse is formulated as a 
generalization, a detail, and a generalization, as the Gemara will 
explain. 


A Paschal offering sacrificed during the rest of the days of the 


HALAKHA 
If sacrificed not for its sake it is fit - W3 ine xbw: A Paschal 


year for its sake - iow WT nia Kwa: A Paschal offering that offering that was sacrificed on a day other than Passover eve, with a 


was sacrificed for its sake, not at its appropriate time of sacrifice 
but during the rest of the year, is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:12). 


different type of offering in mind, is fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:11). 
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NOTES 


These halakhot are derived by analogy from 
the common element — 187 m3 nx: By deriv- 
ing these halakhot from the common element, 
the unique element of stringency of each sin 
offering is neutralized. Consequently, although 
taking a false oath on testimony or on an utter- 
ance is not punishable by karet, the sin offering 
of a nazirite and a leper prove that this factor is 
irrelevant to the halakha of intent for the sake of 
the offering and its owner. Although it can be 
claimed that there is no comparison to the sin 
offering of a nazirite and a leper, as other offerings 
are also brought with it, a standard sin offering 
proves that this factor is irrelevant too. Although 
bringing a sin offering for taking an oath on an 
utterance can be avoided by making a request to 
a halakhic authority for the dissolution of the oath, 
a nazirite’s sin offering proves this factor irrelevant, 
as that sin offering can be avoided in the same 
manner. And although the sin offering for all 
three of these transgressions is a sliding-scale sin 
offering, a leper's sin offering proves this factor 
irrelevant, as it is also a sliding-scale sin offering. 


During the rest of the days of the year if it is sac- 
rificed for its sake it is unfit - mw niy xwa 
oa wow: The Gemara proceeds to discuss the 
source for the halakha that if it is sacrificed not 
for its sake, it is fit. Yet the Gemara does not cite 
a source for the halakha that if it is sacrificed for 
its sake it is unfit. Rashi explains that the Torah 
states several times that the time for sacrificing 
the Paschal offering is the afternoon of Passover 
eve, indicating that if it is sacrificed at another 
time as a Paschal offering, it is disqualified. Tosafot 
cite a logical explanation: Since the offering can- 
not serve as a Paschal offering when it is sacrificed 
at a time other than Passover eve, sacrificing it 
for the sake of a Paschal offering disqualifies it. 


An offering that is brought only from the flock — 
IN% pa KT ITA: Rashi maintains that this is indi- 
cated by the content of the verse, not by its super- 
fluity. The Gemara (9a) cites several difficulties 
with this interpretation of the verse; e.g., a guilt 
offering is also brought only from sheep. Tosefot 
Tukh adds that the verse states explicitly that the 
offering can be a male or a female of the flock, 
whereas a Paschal offering is specifically a male. 
Tosafot disagree with Rashi. They explain that 
since the subsequent verses detail the halakhot 
of sacrificing a peace offering in the event that it 
is a lamb or a goat, the verse: “And if his offering... 
is of the flock” is superfluous, and is therefore 
interpreted exegetically in reference to a Paschal 
offering, which is brought only from the flock. 


Will be a sacrifice of peace offerings — nab xm 
ony: Why is it assumed that this is referring 
to a Paschal offering that is sacrificed during 
the rest of the year not for its sake? If a Paschal 
offering is sacrificed on Passover eve not for its 
sake, the offering is disqualified, as stated in the 
mishna (2a), and as derived from the verses (see 
7b). Likewise, if it is sacrificed during the rest of the 
year for its sake, it is clearly disqualified for other 
reasons. Therefore, this verse certainly is referring 
to a Paschal offering that is sacrificed during the 
rest of the year not for its sake. 
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Rav Ya’akov of Nehar Pekod objects to this suggestion: But the 
latter generalization is dissimilar to the former generalization. The 
former generalization: “For a sacrifice,’ includes only slaughtered 
offerings and nothing more, whereas the latter generalization: 
“Unto the Lord,” includes any offering unto the Lord. And accord- 
ingly, even if the Paschal offering was sacrificed for the sake of bird 
offerings, or even for the sake of meal offerings, it should be fit, as 
these are brought “unto the Lord.” 


The Gemara responds to this objection: The school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael taught generalizations and details even in examples like this 
case. 


The Gemara explains: Since “unto the Lord” is a second generalization, 
the verse is formulated as a generalization, and a detail, and a gen- 
eralization, and you may deduce that the verse is referring only to 
items similar to the detail. Just as the items mentioned in the detail 
are clearly defined as a case where a Paschal offering was sacrificed 
not for its own sake, and nevertheless it is fit, so too, in any case 
where it was sacrificed not for its sake but for the sake of another 
offering, it is fit. 


The Gemara asks: If the verse is referring only to actions similar to 
the detail, then just as the items mentioned in the detail are clearly 
defined as a peace offering, which is a matter that is brought as a vow 
offering or as a gift offering, so too, a Paschal offering should be fit 
only if it was sacrificed for the sake of any offering that is brought as 
a vow offering or as a gift offering. Accordingly, if it was sacrificed 
for the sake of a burnt offering or a peace offering, yes, it is fit, as 
these are brought as a vow offering or as a gift offering; but if it was 
sacrificed for the sake of a sin offering or a guilt offering, it is not 
fit, as these are not brought as a vow offering or as a gift offering. 


The Gemara therefore rejects the exegetical method of generalizations 
and details in favor of that of amplifications and restrictions: Rather, 
the term: “For a sacrifice,’ is not a generalization, but an amplifi- 
cation, which includes any type of offering. Therefore, if a Paschal 
offering is sacrificed for the sake of any type of offering during the 
rest of the year, it is fit. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, say that it adds that a Paschal offering 
should be rendered as any offering for which one slaughters it. Why 
does Shmuel’s father interpret that it is rendered a peace offering 
specifically? 


Rabbi Avin says: 


Offerings that are eaten, in this case the Paschal offering, are diverted 
when slaughtered not for their sake to serve as other types of offerings 
that are eaten, such as peace offerings. But offerings that are eaten 
are not diverted to serve as offerings that are not eaten, such as burnt 
offerings. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that a sin offering and a guilt offering 
are not eaten? Why does a Paschal offering receive the status of a 
peace offering and not that of a sin offering or a guilt offering, which 
are eaten by the priests? 


Rather, the answer should be emended: Offerings that are eaten 
by every Jewish person are diverted to serve as offerings eaten by 
every Jewish person, i.e., peace offerings. But offerings eaten by 
every Jewish person are not diverted to serve as offerings not eaten 
by every Jewish person, i.e., sin offerings and guilt offerings, which 
are eaten only by priests. 
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Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Avin, says that there is a different 
answer: Offerings of lesser sanctity are diverted to serve as 
offerings of lesser sanctity, i.e., peace offerings. But offerings 
of lesser sanctity are not diverted to serve as offerings of the 
most sacred order, i.e., burnt offerings, sin offerings, or guilt 
offerings. 


Rav Yitzhak, son of Rabbi Savriyu, objects to this answer:" 
If so, say that if one slaughtered a Paschal offering for the sake 
of the animal tithe, let it be rendered animal tithe, which, like 
a Paschal offering, is an offering of lesser sanctity. The Gemara 
adds: For what halakha does it matter, practically speaking, that 
a Paschal offering has been rendered an animal tithe rather than 
a peace offering? It matters because if it is rendered an animal 
tithe, it should not require libations. And furthermore, if one 
sells it, he should be flogged for transgressing the prohibition: 


“It shall not be redeemed” (Leviticus 27:33)," which applies to 


the animal tithe even after its slaughter. 


The Gemara responds: The verse states with regard to the animal 
tithe: “The tenth shall be sacred” (Leviticus 27:32). The definite 
article indicates that this, the tenth animal, is the tithe, but 
another animal slaughtered for its sake is not a tithe. 


The Gemara challenges: Still, say that if one slaughtered a Paschal 
offering for the sake of a firstborn animal, let it be rendered like 
a firstborn. The Gemara adds: For what halakha does it matter, 
practically speaking, that it has been rendered a firstborn rather 
than a peace offering? It matters because if it is rendered a first- 
born, it should not require libations. Also, this means that one 
should give it to the priests. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to a firstborn too, the verse 
states: “That you shall set apart [vehaavarta] unto the Lord all 
that opens the womb” (Exodus 13:12). Since with regard to the 
animal tithe it is stated: “Whatever passes [ya avor] under the 
rod, the tenth shall be holy” (Leviticus 27:32), it is derived by 
verbal analogy between the passing [avara] stated with regard to 
a firstborn and the passing [avara] stated with regard to the 
animal tithe that a Paschal offering cannot become a firstborn 
either. 


The Gemara challenges: But say that if one slaughtered a Paschal 
offering for the sake of a substitute, let it be rendered a sub- 
stitute. The Gemara adds: For what halakha does it matter, 
practically speaking, that it has been rendered a substitute rather 
than a peace offering? The one who slaughtered it should be 
flogged for transgressing the prohibition of effecting substitution. 
Also, its sale should be determined to violate the prohibition: 


“It shall not be sold or redeemed” (Leviticus 27:28)." 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Nahman, says: It is derived from that 
which the verse states with regard to substitution: “Then both 
it and that for which it is changed shall be sacred” (Leviticus 
27:33). The verse teaches that only it, the animal substituted, is a 
substitute, but another animal is not a substitute. 


The Gemara challenges: But say that if one slaughtered a Paschal 
offering for the sake of a thanks offering, let it be rendered 
like a thanks offering. The Gemara adds: For what halakha 
does it practically matter that it has been rendered a thanks offer- 
ing rather than a peace offering? If so, it should require a meal 
offering of forty loaves of bread. 


The Gemara answers: Is there anything, i.e., any situation, com- 
parable to this suggestion that a Paschal offering itself does not 
require bread, but its leftover, an animal consecrated as a Paschal 
offering but ultimately not sacrificed on Passover eve, requires 
bread when slaughtered not for its sake? Such a suggestion is 
implausible. 


NOTES 


Rav Yitzhak son of Rabbi Savriyu objects to this answer — 
pad na pay? 37 ab pra: Tosafot comment that this 

objection | is relevant to both answers, but the subsequent 
objection, concerning a Paschal offering that was slaugh- 
tered for the sake of a firstborn, pertains only to the answer 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Avin, which distinguishes 

between offerings of lesser sanctity and offerings of the 

most sacred order. This is because according to the previ- 
ous answer, a firstborn is dissimilar to a Paschal offering, as 

a firstborn is consumed only by priests, whereas a Paschal 

offering is consumed by any Jew. 


It shall not be redeemed — oxy x: Although this verse 

is stated in reference to a substitute, the Sages derive from 

its juxtaposition with the verse concerning the animal tithe 

(Leviticus 27:32) that this prohibition applies with regard to 

the animal tithe as well. Furthermore, the Sages derive that 
in addition to the prohibition against redeeming a substi- 
tute or animal tithe, this verse also includes the prohibition 

against selling it. 


It shall not be sold or redeemed - bx» xh) 127) x: 

Although this would render the wording of the cited verse 
imprecise, it seems reasonable to suggest that Gemara 

is referring to the verse: “Then both it and that for which 

it is changed shall be sacred; it shall not be redeemed” 
(Leviticus 27:33). 
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NOTES 


The leftover of a thanks offering itself — myy Tin Nin: 


If one consecrated an animal as a thanks offering and 


he 


animal was lost, and he then consecrated another animal 


in its place and subsequently found the first animal, 


he 


first animal is sacrificed as a standard thanks offering, and 


the second is sacrificed as a thanks offering without 
forty loaves of bread. 


Here too the word min is stated to exclude — ja %23 X27 


syin: With regard to the word min, the answer is t 


he 


nat 


certain types of the flock are excluded from the Pasc 


al 


offering, as it must be a male in its first year. The main 
proof that the verse indicates a Paschal offering and not a 
guilt offering is apparently that the term “of the flock” can 
refer to a Paschal offering, as it is brought from all species 
of the flock, i.e., lambs and goats, whereas a guilt offering 


is brought only from the rams, and therefore the term 
the flock” is inaccurate in its regard. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, now that a leftover Paschal offering slaugh- 
tered for the sake of a peace offering becomes a peace offering, this 

objection can also be raised: Is there anything comparable to the 

suggestion that a Paschal offering itself does not require libations, 
but its leftover requires libations as a peace offering? 


The Gemara explains its answer: This is what we are saying: Is 
there anything comparable to the suggestion that the leftover of 
a thanks offering itself" does not require bread, but the leftover 
of an offering from some other category requires bread? 


§ It was taught that the verse: “And if his offering for a sacrifice 
of peace offerings unto the Lord is of the flock” (Leviticus 3:6), 
teaches that a Paschal offering sacrificed not on Passover eve is 
rendered a peace offering if sacrificed not for its sake. Rav Yeimar, 
son of Rav Hillel, objects to this: But from where is it derived 
that this verse is written with regard to a leftover Paschal offer- 
ing? Perhaps it is written with regard to a leftover guilt offering; 
a guilt offering is also brought only from the flock. 


Rava says: The verse states: “And if his offering for a sacrifice of 
peace offerings unto the Lord is of [min] the flock,” where the 
term “min” indicates that is brought equally from all species of the 
flock, i.e., from both sheep and goats. A guilt offering, by contrast, 
is brought only from rams, i.e., male sheep. 


Rabbi Avin bar Hiyya, and some say Rabbi Avin bar Kahana, 
objects to this: You say everywhere that the word “min” is stated 
to exclude items, but here you claim that the word “min” is stated 
to include all species of the flock? You should say the opposite: The 
verse indicates an offering that is brought only from some species 
of the flock, i.e., a guilt offering. 


Rabbi Mani says: Here too, the word “min” is stated to exclude" 
certain categories of the flock, as a Paschal offering is not brought 
from an animal that is in its second year, and is not brought from 
the female animals of the flock. 


The Gemara cites another objection. Rav Hana of Baghdad objects 

to this: How can you say that when this verse is written, it is 

written with regard to a leftover Paschal offering? But from that 

which is written in the subsequent verses: “If he brings a lamb” 
(Leviticus 3:7), and “if his offering is a goat” (Leviticus 3:12), one 

learns by inference that the passage is not written with regard to 

a leftover Paschal offering; the Torah states elsewhere, in Exodus 

12:5, that a Paschal offering is brought from both lambs and goats, 
and it is unnecessary to teach this again in Leviticus. 


The Gemara answers: Those verses are necessary for that which 
is taught in a baraita: The word “lamb” is written to include the 
Paschal offering in the requirement that the tail’ be offered on 
the altar, which is written subsequently with regard to a peace 
offering (Leviticus 3:9), since this halakha is not mentioned in 
the verses concerning the Paschal offering. 


BACKGROUND 


Tail - mx: This is the long, thick, fatty tail of the breed of sheep 
that was common in Eretz Yisrael and the surrounding regions 
during the Temple era. The tail covered the entire back of the 
sheep to the extent that it was difficult to ascertain its sex, par- 
ticularly in younger animals. The Torah writes that when a lamb 
is brought as a peace offering, the tail is one of the parts of the 
animal consumed on the altar. This applies only to lambs, as 
other animals that are sacrificed, e.g., goats, do not have this 


kind of tail. 


Fat-tailed sheep 
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The baraita continues: When the verse states: “If he brings a lamb,” 
it is to include in all the mitzvot of peace offerings a Paschal 
offering whose first year has passed" and is therefore too old to 
be sacrificed as a Paschal offering, and peace offerings brought 
due to a Paschal offering." Specifically, this indicates that they 
require placing hands on the head of the offering, libations, and 
the waving of the breast and thigh. And when the verse states: 

“And if his offering is a goat,’ it interrupted the previous matter’ 
and taught that the sacrificing of a goat does not require that 
the tail be burned on the altar." 


The Gemara asks: But is it derived from here that a Paschal offering 
that is too old to be sacrificed as a Paschal offering is sacrificed as a 

peace offering? It is derived from the verse that Shmuel’s father? 
cites, as Shmuel’s father says: The verse: “And if his offering 
for a sacrifice of peace offerings unto the Lord is of the flock” 
(Leviticus 3:6), teaches that an offering that is brought only from 

the flock, i.e., the Paschal offering, will be a sacrifice of peace 

offerings. 


The Gemara responds: But even without the baraita, Shmuel’s 
father’s statement is still superfluous, as that halakha is derived 
from that which Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says. As 
Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: From where is it 
derived that a leftover Paschal offering is sacrificed as a peace 
offering? As it is stated: “And you shall sacrifice the Passover 
offering unto the Lord, your God, of the flock and the herd” 
(Deuteronomy 16:2). Why is the herd mentioned? But isn’t a Pas- 
chal offering brought only from the lambs and from the goats? 
Rather, it is derived from here that a leftover Paschal offering 
should be sacrificed as an offering brought both from the flock 
and from the herd. And what is that? It is a peace offering. 


Rather, none of these derivations are superfluous, as three verses 
are written that teach the halakha that a Paschal offering that is 
sacrificed not on Passover eve is sacrificed as a peace offering. 


NOTES 


Peace offerings brought due to a Paschal offering - ony 
noa nama DAN: Rashi explains that this is referring to a peace 
offering brought on the fourteenth of Nisan, Passover eve, 
together with the Paschal offering, so as to eat its meat before the 
Paschal offering and thereby eat the Paschal offering to become 
satiated. This peace offering was called the Festival peace offering 
of the fourteenth. 


And if his offering is a goat, it interrupted the previous matter — 
Paya PDT ty OX: The only apparent difference between the 
sacrifice of a peace offering lamb and goat is that the tail is not 
mentioned with regard to a goat. By inference, the reason that a 
separate passage is devoted to the sacrifice of a peace offering 


Shmuel’s father — bnw mag: Shmuel’s father was the first- 
generation amora Rabbi Abba bar Abba the priest. In the Baby- 
lonian Talmud he is nicknamed after his famous son, as the name 
Abba was very common. In the Jerusalem Talmud he is referred 
to as Rabbi Ba bar Va. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba was a distinguished personality in many 
respects. He was one of the greatest Sages in Babylonia and 
was a leader of the Jewish community there. When Rav came to 
Babylonia, he refused to accept leadership as long as Rabbi Abba 
bar Abba was still alive. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba apparently studied under the tutelage 
of the Babylonian Sages of the previous generation, including 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira. He also studied under Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi in Eretz Yisrael, and asked him many questions, both in 
person and via letters. 


PERSONALITIES 


goat is in order to teach tha 
(Tosafot on 96b, citing Riva). 


the tail of a goat is not burned 


A goat does not require that the tail be burned on the altar - 
myx aayo AX wi: The tail that is burned on the altar is not 
merely the thick, fatty section found underneath the tail of a 

sheep. It also includes some of the bone and fat from the body of 
the animal itself and some sections of the rump bone. Therefore, 
it was necessary to state that this part of a goat is not burned on 

the altar even though it does not have an actual tail. Neverthe- 
less, it does have the other parts of the body that are removed 

together with the tail. 


The Sages of Eretz Yisrael had great respect for him, and even 
after he returned to Babylonia they would send him questions by 
letter. He had a close relationship with the Sage Levi ben Sisi, who 
moved from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. They would study together 
in the study hall of Neharde’a and would travel together, and they 
had a common halakhic approach. When Levi ben Sisi died, Rabbi 
Abba bar Abba delivered a long eulogy for him. 

Rabbi Abba bar Abba was a cotton merchant whose com- 
merce would send him to many different cities. He was a wealthy 
man and a landowner who was very active in charity and good 
deeds, e.g., redeeming hostages. He was also a priest from a 
prestigious family. Besides his famous son Shmuel, he had another 
son, Rabbi Pinehas, who was also a Torah scholar. 


HALAKHA 
A Paschal offering whose first year has passed 


-n3 


amw mavyw: A Paschal offering that became one year 
old anda peace offering that is brought due to a Paschal 


offering have the status of a standard peace o 
They require placing hands on the head of the o 


libations, and the waving of the breast and thigh. 


ering. 
ffering, 
These 


are not required in the sacrifice of a Paschal o 


(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:7). 


ering 


A goat does not require that the tail be burned on 


the altar - mr Tayy VRY w: The portions o 
or a goat that are consumed on the altar consist 


an ox 
of the 


forbidden fat that covers the innards, the kidneys, and 


the lobe of the liver. In the sacrifice of a lamb o 


ffering, 


the tail is also consumed on the altar (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 1:18). 
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Perek I 
Dafo Amud b 


BACKGROUND 


Second Pesah - W nos: One who did not bring a 
Paschal offering, e.g., one who was ritually impure or 
ar from Jerusalem, can compensate by bringing the 
offering on the fourteenth of lyyar. There is a tannaitic 
dispute as to whether one who was not obligated to 
bring a Paschal offering must bring a second Pesah on 
he fourteenth of lyyar. Many of the halakhot that apply 
o the sacrifice of the Paschal offering apply to the sec- 
ond Pesah. Yet, there is no prohibition against eating or 
possessing leavened bread on that day. Nonetheless, 
eavened bread may not be eaten together with the 
second Pesah. 


Meal offering prepared in a shallow pan — nana nna: 
This is a type of meal offering that is fried in a shallow 
pan. This offering can be voluntary. It is also sacrificed 
daily by the High Priest, as well as by every priest on his 
first day of service in the Temple. 


Meal offering prepared in a deep pan - nwnva nna: 
This is a type of meal offering that is deep-fried in a con- 
ainer filled with oil. This offering is voluntary and has no 
parallel among the obligatory or communal offerings. 


LANGUAGE 


Mavog — 31273: Mavog was apparently a Sage who lived 
in Mavog, Syria, a city referred to in Latin sources as 
Mabbog and called Mambidj in modern times. 


NOTES 
A dry meal offering for the sake of a meal offering 
mixed with oil - nyha Dyb man: Most meal offerings 
are mixed with oil, but a meal offering brought for a sin 
is not (see Leviticus 5:11). 
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One verse teaches this halakha in a case where its time of sacrifice, 
Passover eve, has passed, and its first year has also passed, disquali- 
fyingit for sacrifice as a Paschal offering. And one verse teaches the 
halakha in a case where its time of sacrifice has passed, but not 
its first year. And the third one teaches a case where neither its 
time of sacrifice nor its first year has passed, but it was sacrificed 
before Passover eve. 


And all these verses are necessary. As, had the Merciful One 
written only one of the verses, I would say that it is referring to a 
case where both its first year and its time of sacrifice have passed. 
Only such a Paschal offering should be sacrificed as a peace offering, 
as it was completely rejected from its status as a Paschal offering. 
But in a case where its time of sacrifice has passed, but its first 
year has not passed, in which case it is still fit to be sacrificed as a 
Paschal offering on the second Pesah,” I would say that it is not 
sacrificed as a peace offering. 


And had the Merciful One written only these two verses, one 
might assume that only these Paschal offerings are sacrificed as 
peace offerings, as they were both rejected from their status as 
Paschal offerings. But in a case where neither its time of sacrifice 
nor its first year have passed, in which case it is still fit to be sacri- 
ficed as a Paschal offering on Passover eve, I would say that it is 
not sacrificed as a peace offering. Therefore, all three verses are 
necessary. 


§ Rav says in the name of Mavog:' A sin offering that one slaugh- 
tered for the sake of a sin offering of Nahshon, i.e., a sin offering 
similar to those brought by the princes during the dedication of the 
Tabernacle (see Numbers, chapter 7), not to atone for a sin but as 
a gift, is fit and satisfies its owner's obligation; as the verse states: 
“This is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 6:18), indicating that 
there is one law for all the sin offerings. 


Rava sat and stated this halakha of Mavog. Rav Mesharshiyya’ 
raised an objection to Rava from a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: 
All meal offerings from which a handful was removed not for 
their sake but for the sake of another type of meal offering are fit, 
and satisfied the obligation of the owner, in contrast to animal 
offerings, which if slaughtered not for their sake do not satisfy their 
owners’ obligations. 


This is because meal offerings are not similar to slaughtered 
offerings. As, if one removes a handful from a meal offering pre- 
pared in a shallow pan’ for the sake of a meal offering prepared 
in a deep pan,’ his intention is demonstrably incorrect, as its 
mode of preparation proves that it is a meal offering prepared 
in a shallow pan. Likewise, if one removes a handful from a dry 
meal offering for the sake of a meal offering mixed with oil," his 
intention is demonstrably incorrect, as its mode of preparation 
proves that it is a dry meal offering. The demonstrably incorrect 
nature of the intention prevents it from affecting the status of the 
meal offering in any way. 


Rav Mesharshiyya — xwa 27: Rav Mesharshiyya was a Baby- 
lonian amora of the fifth generation. He was a prominent disciple 
of Rava, to whom he would ask many questions, and whose ques- 
tions he would often answer. He would also cite many statements 
of Rava, and add to them. Sometimes a statement is cited in the 
Gemara where it is uncertain whether it is the statement of Rava 


or Rav Mesharshiyya. 


PERSONALITIES 
trusted with the education of his son. Ravina and Rav Zevid were 
also his colleagues. His father-in-law was Rav Kahana, and three 
of his sons, Rav Yitzhak, Rav Hama, and Rava, studied under Rav 
Ashi. According to some opinions, Rav Mesharshiyya assisted Rav 
Ashi in founding his academy in Mehasya. It is told that when he 
died, even the palm trees were in distress, and they grew thorns 
instead of fruit. 


Rav Mesharshiyya was a colleague of Rav Pappa, whom he 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NN mome a ivy ata bax 
Dos mp Ts? NMS Hap 122 
qos 


PSs NT PDO Det NOW 
omy) rere NY- prosin PEYR 
Spb nny min aman min ne” 

miman 


IIIR VAP I VAN IN NPY 
by aDnwy NKYN AIT PAWA 
MPPI = PETI Ma BI NI 

porg T px 


ISga Na NDN) 


NT TRI NRY 17 YRV NP NT 
N TADS - POIT KIT T 
YSA NKY V NKUN ATNI 


naaa mbiy a7 


IA APN DT VAS IS NYAS 
yy meNeW nxen aapt mawa 
PEI - pepp nson Danay 

aon Ty pena meen 


NIT WN 31 ION WT RDN 
-PUM oxen ow) seme! mewn 
ton aby pwn oxen abs 


yrs NKO TU DKON ner) 
SPUN IPY 


ow) amww aon nxn 11 WY 
-INTTI oxen DWY or oxen 
mee 


But with regard to slaughtered offerings this is not so. There 
is one mode of slaughter for all of the offerings, one mode 
of collection of the blood for all of them, and one mode of 
sprinkling for all of them. Therefore, improper intention affects 
the status of the offering; if a rite is performed for the sake of the 
wrong type of offering, the offering does not satisfy its owner’s 
obligation. 


Rav Mesharshiyya inferred from the baraita: The reason a meal 
offering satisfies its owner’s obligation even when one removed 
a handful for the sake of another type of meal offering is that 
its mode of preparation proves its true nature. But if its mode 
of preparation does not prove its nature, it does not satisfy its 
owner's obligation. Why not? If Mavog’s derivation is correct, 
let us say likewise that the verse: “This is the law of the meal 
offering” (Leviticus 6:7), indicates that there is one law for all 
of the meal offerings, regardless of their mode of preparation. 


Rather, if Mavog’s statement was stated, it was stated like this:° 

Rav says in the name of Mavog: A sin offering that one slaugh- 
tered on the condition that Nahshon, the prince of Judah, be 

atoned for by it is fit; this is not considered a change of owner, as 

there is no atonement for the dead.“ 


The Gemara challenges: But if this was Mavog’s statement, why 
did he mention Nahshon? Let him state this halakha in reference 
to a dead person in general. 


The Gemara answers: This statement of Mavog teaches us that 
the reason for the fitness of a sin offering slaughtered for the 
atonement of Nahshon is that he is dead. Consequently, if it 
was slaughtered for the sake of a living person obligated to bring 
a sin offering similar to that of Nahshon, it is unfit. And what is 
that? It is a nazirite’s sin offering or a leper’s sin offering, which 
are brought not to atone for a sin but to become ritually pure. 
Consequently, if one sacrifices a standard sin offering for the sake 
of one obligated to bring the sin offering of a nazirite or a leper, it 
is considered a change of owner, and the offering is unfit. 


The Gemara counters: Why is the offering disqualified? These sin 
offerings ofa nazirite and a leper are equivalent to burnt offerings, 
since they are not brought for atonement. Sacrificing a sin offering 
for the sake of one obligated to bring a burnt offering is not con- 
sidered deviation with regard to the owner and does not disqualify 
it (see 3b). 


The Gemara answers: Rather, if Mavog’s statement was stated, 
it was stated like this: Rav says in the name of Mavog: A sin 
offering that one slaughtered for one who is obligated to bring 
a sin offering similar to that of Nahshon is fit; Nahshon’s sin 
offering is equivalent to a burnt offering. 


There is one who says that Rav says in the name of Mavog: A 
sin offering that one slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering 
of Nahshon is unfit. This is because a sin offering of Nahshon 
is equivalent to a burnt offering, and he is therefore considered 
to have deviated from the type of offering. 


The Gemara challenges: But why did Mavog mention a sin offering 
of Nahshon, which one cannot bring at all? Let him say this 
halakha with regard to a nazirite’s sin offering and a leper’s sin 
offering, which are also equivalent to burnt offerings. The Gemara 
explains: Mavog cited the primary sin offering, the first case 
of an individual sin offering recorded in the Bible. 


§ Rav says: A sin offering brought for consuming forbidden fat 
that one slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering brought for 
consuming blood,’ or for the sake of a sin offering brought for 
engaging in idol worship, is fit; it is not considered deviation 
from the type of offering. 


BACKGROUND 
If it was stated it was stated like this — Warts 377 VAFYN IN: 
Sometimes, when an objection has been raised against an 
amoraic statement, the Gemara addresses the objection 
by suggesting that the remark of the amora was reported 
incorrectly and must be emended, introducing the corrected 
version with: If it was stated, it was stated like this. 


Blood — 01: The Torah prohibits the consumption of animal 
blood (see Leviticus 7:26). This applies to the blood of both 
kosher and non-kosher domesticated animals, non-domes- 
ticated animals, and birds. One who willfully consumes their 
blood is subject to karet. If he does so unwittingly, he is 
required to bring a sin offering. Meat requires salting before 
it is cooked in order to remove its blood. Consuming blood 
from a living animal is prohibited beyond the general pro- 
hibition against consuming blood. 


NOTES =———_————_- 
There is no atonement for the dead — ona TBD PX: 
Intent for the sake of the wrong owner disqualifies a sin 
offering if the intent is for the sake of another person who 
requires similar atonement (Rashi; see 3b). 


HALAKHA 
There is no atonement for the dead - on) 71753}: A sin 
offering that was slaughtered for the sake of a dead person is 
fit, as there is no atonement for the dead. It does not satisfy 


its owner's obligation (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:9). 
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But if it was slaughtered for the sake of a nazirite’s sin offering, 
or for the sake of a leper’s sin offering, it is unfit; these sin offer- 
ings are equivalent to burnt offerings, as they are not brought for 
atonement. 


Rava raises a dilemma: In the case of a sin offering brought for 
consuming forbidden fat that one slaughtered for the sake ofa sin 
offering brought for the defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial 
foods, what is the halakha? Do we say that the offering is fit, as 
the latter type of sin offering atones for a transgression punishable 
by karet when committed intentionally, similar to the transgression 
of consuming forbidden fat? 


Or perhaps is it unfit, as a sin offering brought for defiling the 
Temple is a sliding-scale sin offering, the contents of which vary 
with the financial situation of the transgressor (see Leviticus 5:3-13), 
and not a set sin offering, which is always an animal, like a sin 
offering brought for consuming forbidden fat? 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, teaches a version of Rav’s statement accord- 
ing to which in all of the cases he mentioned, including one where 
the sin offering was slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering brought 
for consuming blood or for engaging in idol worship, the offering 
is unfit." What is the reason? It is derived from the verse: “And 
slaughter it [otah] for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33), that a sin 
offering must be slaughtered for the sake of that [otah] sin offering, 
and no other. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Aha, son of Rava: How do you teach Rava’s 
dilemma? Rava appears to assume that if one slaughters a sin offer- 
ing for the sake of some other types of sin offering it remains fit. How 
is this compatible with your version of Rav’s statement, according 
to which slaughter for the sake of any other type of sin offering 
disqualifies it? 


Rav Aha said to him: We teach Rava’s dilemma with regard to 
deviation with regard to the owner rather than from the type of 
offering. And this is how we teach it: First, Rava says: A sin offer- 
ing brought for consuming forbidden fat that one slaughtered for 
the sake of one who is obligated to bring a sin offering" for consum- 
ing blood, or for the sake of one who is obligated to bring a sin 
offering for engaging in idol worship, is unfit. Since the other per- 
son is also obligated to bring a sin offering, this is considered devia- 
tion with regard to the owner. But if it was slaughtered for one who 
is obligated to bring a nazirite’s sin offering or a leper’s sin offer- 
ing, it is fit, as these sin offerings are not brought for atonement. 
Deviation with regard to the owner disqualifies an offering only if 
the other owner is obligated to bring a similar offering. 


And then we pose the dilemma like this: Rava raises a dilemma: 
In the case of a sin offering brought for consuming forbidden fat 
that one slaughtered for the sake of one who is obligated to bring 
a sin offering for the defiling of the Temple or its sacrificial foods, 
what is the halakha? Do we say that the offering is unfit, as the one 
who defiled the Temple or its sacrificial foods is obligated to bring 
a sin offering for a transgression punishable by karet, similar to 
the transgression of the owner? Or perhaps it remains fit, as a sin 
offering brought for defiling the Temple is not a set sin offering like 
a sin offering brought for consuming forbidden fat? 


HALAKHA 


In all of the cases he mentioned the offering is unfit - aman 
xbapad: A sin offering that was slaughtered for the sake of the 
wrong transgression, e.g., a sin offering brought for consuming 


forbidden fat that was slaughtered for consuming blood, is dis- 
qualified, in accordance with the version of Rav Aha, son of Rava. 


Rav Ashi, who was the later authority, apparently accepted his 
version. Furthermore, the Gemara in tractate Karetot (27b) follows 
his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15:3, 6 and Kesef Mishne there). 


That one slaughtered for one who is obligated to bring a sin 
offering, etc. — 15) MBN I"Maw 1 by ANww: If a sin offering 
was slaughtered for the sake of another who is obligated to bring 
a sin offering for another sin, or even a sliding-scale sin offering, 
e.g., a sin offering for defiling the Temple or its sacrificial foods, it 
is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15:7). 
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The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved.® 


§ It was stated: If one slaughtered a sin offering for its sake with 
intent to sprinkle its blood" not for its sake but for the sake of 
another type of offering, Rabbi Yohanan says that the offering is 
unfit, and Reish Lakish says it is fit. 


Rabbi Yohanan says it is unfit, as in his opinion one can have 

intention from one rite to affect another rite, i.e., one can disqualify 
an offering by performing one rite with improper intent about a 
subsequent rite that he has not yet performed. And we derive this 

halakha from intent of piggul,™ i.e., intent while performing one of 
the main rites to consume the offering after the appointed time, 
which disqualifies the offering. 


And Reish Lakish says that it is fit, as in his opinion one cannot 
have intention from one rite to affect another rite," and we do not 
derive halakhot with regard to deviation from the type of offering 
from intent of piggul. 


And Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish each follow [ve‘azdu]' their 
general line of reasoning in this matter; as it was stated: 


BACKGROUND 


The dilemma shall stand unresolved [teiku] — pī: Various expla- 
nations have been offered with regard to the etymology of this 
term. One explanation is that the word is an abbreviated version 
of tikom, it shall stand. Another is that its source is the word tik, 
a case or pouch, whose contents are unknown. Accordingly, the 
resolution is unknown to us as if it is hidden inside a case (Arukh). 
Although not the literal meaning, some raise the suggestion that 
the term alludes to an acrostic for the Hebrew phrase: Tishbi yet- 
aretz kushyot uve‘ayot, or: The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the prophet, will 
resolve questions and dilemmas (Josefot Yom Tov). This last idea 
refers to the tradition that when Elijah the prophet returns to the 
Jewish people to announce the advent of the Messiah, he will also 
reveal the solutions to outstanding halakhic difficulties. 


Piggul — bays: Piggul is a disqualifying intent in the sacrifice of an 
offering, whether an animal, a bird, or a meal offering. If, while 
engaged in sacrificing an offering, a priest expresses intent to 
sprinkle the blood of the offering, burn its fats on the altar, or 
consume its meat, after the designated time, that intent disquali- 
fies the offering and renders it unfit due to improper intent. An 
offering that has assumed that status may not be sacrificed, and 
it does not satisfy the obligation of the one bringing it. Anyone 
who partakes of that offering intentionally is liable to receive karet. 
The Sages also decreed that an offering in that state imparts ritual 
impurity. The intent of the priest sacrificing the offering and not 
that of the one bringing it determines whether it is unfit due to 
improper intent or not. 


NOTES 


And we derive this halakha from intent of piggul - wan 
Diva navman: Tosafot write that since piggul is the source of this 
halakha, the offering is disqualified only if the intent of the one 
slaughtering it was to sprinkle its blood not for its sake, and not if it 
was to collect the blood not for its sake, as piggul intent during the 
collection of the blood does not disqualify an offering (see 27b). 


One cannot have intention from rite to rite, etc. - paom prs 
3) mjah maya: Why doesn't Reish Lakish derive from the 


Follow [azdu] — 171%: The Aramaic word azda means to walk or 
go, as in the verse: “The thing has gone [azda] from me" (Daniel 
2:5). It has the same meaning as the word azla; the letters dalet, 


LANGUAGE 


halakha concerning piggul that one can have intention while 
performing one rite about another rite? Rashi explains that piggul 
is not an example of having intention about one rite while per- 
forming another rite, but having intention during the performance 
of one rite to consuming the offering beyond its designated time 
(see also Sefat Emet). In Or Same‘ah it is added that while piggul 
refers to intent to perform another rite in the wrong manner, the 
case here is of one who intends to perform another rite with the 
wrong intent. Therefore, the two cases cannot be compared. 


tet, lamed, nun, and tav are frequently interchanged in Aramaic. 
Some claim that the word denotes power and might, similar to 
the Hebrew word zadon. 


HALAKHA 

Slaughtered a sin offering for its sake with intent 
to sprinkle its blood, etc. - maT pind aw) monw 
^3): If one slaughtered a sin offering for its sake, but 
with the intent to sprinkle its blood not for its sake, the 
offering is disqualified; it is considered as though the 
blood was actually sprinkled with this intent, as one 
can have intention from one rite to affect another. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
as his opinion is accepted in his disputes with Reish 
Lakish. Furthermore, Rava’s conclusion is in accordance 
with his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:10 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


One who slaughters an animal, etc. — ny oniwa 
^T: If an animal is slaughtered with the intentto 
sprinkle its blood for idolatrous worship, deriving benefit 
from it is prohibited; halakhot concerning intent while 
slaughtering non-sacred animals outside the Temple are 
derived from halakhot concerning intent while slaugh- 
tering offerings inside the Temple, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Shehita 2:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4:1). 


NOTES 


Reish Lakish says: Deriving benefit from the animal 
is permitted — MMW VI% wr w: Tosafot note that 
Reish Lakish concedes that the one who slaughtered 
the animal with this intent is liable to receive the death 
penalty, due to his idolatrous intent. 


Rav Yirmeya responds [metiv] - maY 31 ama: The 
word metiv generally refers to an objection to the state- 
ment of an amora, usually from a mishna or baraita. Here, 
the reference is to a claim or proof. This sense of the word 
is common in the Jerusalem Talmud, e.g., Pesahim 5:2. 


If he said, | am hereby slaughtering it beyond its 
designated time, it is fit - wind YIN DM PTT Vas Os 
wes ximw: This statement does not disqualify the 
offering, as he simultaneously contradicts it in practice 
by actually slaughtering it within its designated time. 
Furthermore, piggul applies only where one performs 
one of the main sacrificial rites with intent to consume 
it beyond the designated time. Intent to slaughter 
the offering beyond its designated time is of no con- 
sequence. See Rashi and the different versions of his 
comment printed in the Vilna edition. 


BACKGROUND 


When Rav Dimi came - °° 21 XIN +3: Rav Dimi was 
one of the Sages who would often travel from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, primarily to transmit the Torah of the 
Sages in Eretz Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora. 
Occasionally he would travel for business purposes as 
well. Many questions, particularly those concerning the 
Torah of the Sages in Eretz Yisrael, remained unresolved 
in Babylonia, until a messenger from Eretz Yisrael would 
arrive and elucidate the halakha, the novel expression, 
or the unique circumstances pertaining to a particular 
statement that required clarification. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rava bar Ahilai - ny 32 x27: Rava bar Ahilai, 
sometimes referred to as Rabba bar Ahilai, was a fifth- 
generation Babylonian amora. He is cited frequently 
as addressing the statements of the Sages before him, 
whether raising an objection, disagreeing altogether, or 
providing support. His statements are discussed by the 
amora'im of the subsequent generation. 
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With regard to one who slaughters an animal" in order to sprinkle 
its blood for idol worship, or in order to burn its forbidden fat for 
idol worship, Rabbi Yohanan says: Deriving benefit from the animal 
is prohibited, as it is considered an offering to idol worship, even if 
ultimately its blood was not sprinkled or its fat burned to that effect. 
This is because one can have intention from one rite to affect another 
rite; idolatrous intent while slaughtering the animal renders it forbid- 
den, even if the intention pertains not to the slaughter itself but to the 
sprinkling of the blood or the burning of the forbidden fat. And this 
halakha is derived from the halakhot of piggul, as we derive halakhot 
of idol worship, which are applicable even outside the Temple, from 
halakhot concerning intent that apply inside the Temple. 


Reish Lakish says: Deriving benefit from the animal is permitted." 
One cannot have intention from one rite to affect another rite, 
and we do not derive halakhot applicable outside the Temple from 
halakhot that apply inside the Temple. 


Although both disputes are essentially the same, each is necessary. 
And if the Sages had taught us the dispute only with regard to that 
issue, namely, an animal slaughtered with idolatrous intent, one 
would have reasoned that Reish Lakish says his opinion only with 
regard to that issue, as he maintains that halakhot applicable outside 
the Temple are not derived from halakhot applicable only inside the 
Temple. But with regard to an offering that was slaughtered with 
the intention of sprinkling its blood not for its sake, one might say 
that he concedes to Rabbi Yohanan that it is disqualified, as halakhot 
applicable inside the Temple can be derived from other halakhot 
applicable inside the Temple. 


And if the Sages had taught us the dispute only with regard to this 
issue, namely, an offering that was slaughtered with the intention of 
sprinkling its blood not for its sake, one might claim that Rabbi 
Yohanan says his opinion only with regard to this issue, which con- 
cerns halakhot applicable inside the Temple. But with regard to that 
issue, an animal that was slaughtered with idolatrous intent, one 
would say that he concedes to the opinion of Reish Lakish that 
halakhot applicable outside the Temple are not derived from halakhot 
applicable only inside the Temple. Therefore, both statements are 
necessary. 


When Rav Dimi came’ from Eretz Yisrael, he said: Rav Yirmeya 
responds" to this dispute by eliciting evidence to support the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan; and Rabbi Ila elicits evidence to support the 
opinion of Reish Lakish. 


Rav Dimi elaborated: Rav Yirmeya elicits evidence to support the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan by an a fortiori inference: Just as in the 
case of improper intent with regard to the offering’s time, where if 
the one slaughtering the offering said: I am hereby slaughtering it 
beyond its designated time, it is fit,’ and nevertheless, if he slaugh- 
tered it in order to sprinkle its blood beyond its designated time, it 
is unfit, so too, in the case of deviation from the type of offering, 
where even if he said: I am hereby slaughtering it not for its sake, 
it is unfit, isn’t it logical that ifhe slaughtered it in order to sprinkle 
its blood not for its sake, it should be unfit? 


Rava bar Ahilai” objects to this inference: One cannot claim that 
deviation from the type of offering is a more severe transgression than 
intent to consume it or sprinkle its blood beyond its designated time, 
since the latter has its own element of stringency. What is notable 
about intent beyond its designated time? It is notable in that one 
who eats the meat of such an offering is liable to be punished with 
karet, whereas one who eats the meat of an offering disqualified due 
to deviation from the type of offering is not. 
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Rather, Rava bar Ahilai says: Rav Yirmeya was actually referring 
to improper intent with regard to the offering’s designated area, 
since consumption of an offering thereby disqualified is not punish- 
able by karet. And this is what he is saying: Just as in the case of 
improper intent with regard to the offering’s designated area, where 
if the one slaughtering the offering said: I am hereby slaughtering 
it outside its designated area," it is fit, and nevertheless, if he 
slaughtered it in order to sprinkle its blood outside its designated 
area, it is unfit, so too, in the case of deviation from the type of 
offering, where even if he said: I am hereby slaughtering it not 
for its sake, it is unfit, isn’t it logical that if he slaughtered it in 
order to sprinkle its blood not for its sake, it should be unfit? 


Rav Ashi objects to this inference: What is notable about intent 
to sprinkle the blood outside its designated area? It is notable in 
that the disqualification applies to all slaughtered offerings. Can 
you say that the same halakhot govern the disqualification of an 
offering sacrificed not for its sake, which applies only to a Paschal 
offering and a sin offering? 


Rather, Rav Ashi says: This is what Rav Yirmeya is saying: Just as 
in the case of deviation with regard to the owner, where, if the one 
slaughtering the offering said: I am hereby slaughtering it for the 
sake of so-and-so," it is fit, and nevertheless, if he slaughtered it 
in order to sprinkle its blood for the sake of so-and-so, it is unfit, 
so too, in the case of deviation from the type of offering, where even 
if he said: I am hereby slaughtering it not for its sake, it is unfit, 
isn’t it logical that if he slaughtered it in order to sprinkle its 
blood not for its sake, it should be unfit? The opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan is supported by this logical line of reasoning. 


Rabbi Ila elicits evidence to support the opinion of Reish Lakish, 
that performance of one rite with improper intent with regard to 
another rite is of no consequence: The Torah should not have 
stated the requirement of sacrificing an offering for its own sake 
with regard to sprinkling of the blood, and rather should have let 
one derive it by an a fortiori inference from the common element 
of two other rites," from slaughter and collection of the blood. If 
so, for what halakha does the Merciful One write this redundant 
requirement? It is in order to say that one cannot have intention 
from one rite to affect another rite. 


Rav Pappa objects to this derivation: But perhaps the requirement 
is written to teach the opposite, that one can have intention from 
one rite to affect another rite. A redundant requirement should 
expand, not reduce, the scope of actions that can disqualify the 
offering. 


NOTES 


Slaughtering it outside its designated area — inip? yin oni: 
The halakhot of an offering sacrificed with intent to consume it 
outside its designated area are derived from the halakhot of piggul 
(see 28a). In both cases the offering is disqualified. The difference 
between them is that intent that the offering be consumed beyond 
its designated time renders it piggul, and one who consumes its 
meat is liable to be punished with karet, whereas in a case of intent 
to consume it outside its designated area it is not rendered piggul, 
and one who eats its meat is not liable to be punished with karet. 


I am hereby slaughtering for the sake of so-and-so - uniw 217 


nibs aw: Deviation with regard to the owner disqualifies the offer- 


ing only if one’s intentis to sprinkle the blood for someone else's sake. 
This is because the sprinkling of the blood is the rite that atones for 
the owner (see 4a and Rashi there). 


By an a fortiori inference from the common element of two other 
rites — Na anim pn: In other words, the requirement to sprinkle 
the blood of an offering for its own sake can be inferred a fortiori 
from the common element of slaughter and collection of the blood. 
Since only a priest can sprinkle the blood, whereas the offering can 
be slaughtered by a non-priest, it can be inferred a fortiori that if 
slaughter for the sake of the wrong offering disqualifies the offering, 
certainly sprinkling the blood for the sake of the wrong offering 
disqualifies it. This inference can be refuted, due to the fact that a 
Paschal offering is disqualified if slaughtered for the sake of those 
who are incapable of eating it. Evidently, slaughter has a unique 
element of stringency. Therefore, collection of the blood is cited 
to prove this factor irrelevant; although collecting the blood of a 
Paschal offering for the sake of those who are incapable of eating 
it does not disqualify the offering, nevertheless, this rite must be 
performed for the sake of the offering (Rashi). 
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The Gemara answers: If that were so, let the verse remain silent 
with regard to sprinkling the blood for the sake of the offering, and 
one could derive that one can have intention from one rite to affect 
another rite from Rav Ashi’s aforementioned a fortiori inference. 
The verse must be meant to counteract that inference and teach that 
one cannot have intention from one rite to affect another rite. 


And the other amora, Rabbi Yohanan, would refute Rabbi Ila’s 
proof like this: It is necessary for the Torah to state the requirement 
with regard to sprinkling. It cannot be derived from the cases 
of slaughter and collection of the blood, since these two share 
an element of stringency that sprinkling lacks. What is notable 
about these? They are notable in that in offerings of the most 
sacred order they must be performed in the north of the Temple 
courtyard. And furthermore, they are performed in the sacrifice 
of inner sin offerings as well as external sin offerings, unlike the 
sprinkling of the blood on the external altar. 


And the other amora, Reish Lakish, would respond that now, in any 
event, we stand in a discussion with regard to peace offerings, 
since the requirement of sacrifice for the offering’s sake is derived 
from the verses concerning peace offerings. Peace offerings are 
neither offerings of the most sacred order nor inner sin offerings, 
and therefore the elements of stringency mentioned above are 
irrelevant. 


A parallel dispute was stated: If one slaughtered a sin offering 
for its sake but with intent to sprinkle its blood not for its sake, 
Rav Nahman says that the offering is unfit, and Rabba says that 
it is fit. And Rabba retracted his opinion, and conceded to Rav 
Nahman, due to Rav Ashi’s a fortiori inference. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Eliezer says: The guilt offering, too, 
is unfit when sacrificed not for its sake. With regard to this it is 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer said: A sin offering is brought 
for committing a transgression and a guilt offering is brought 
for committing a transgression. Just as a sin offering sacrificed 
not for its sake is unfit, so too, a guilt offering sacrificed not for 
its sake is unfit. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: The inference is not valid. If you say 
this with regard to a sin offering, whose blood is sprinkled above 
the red line’ that encircles the altar, should you necessarily say the 
same with regard to a guilt offering, whose blood is sprinkled below 
that line, like most animal offerings? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: A Paschal offering can prove the point, 
as its blood is sprinkled below the red line, and nevertheless, if one 
slaughtered it not for its sake it is unfit. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: A Paschal offering cannot serve as 
the source either, since it possesses a unique element of stringency. 
What is notable about a Paschal offering? It is notable in that 
its designated time is fixed. A guilt offering does not have a fixed 
time. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: A sin offering can prove the point, 
as it does not have a fixed time, and nevertheless, it is disqualified 
if sacrificed not for its sake. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: 


Above the red line - nyy: A line was painted in red encircling 
the Temple altar at precisely half its height, just as a copper line 
encircled the altar in the Tabernacle (Rashi). This marking was 
necessary because the blood of animal sin offerings and birds 


NOTES 
brought as burnt offerings must be sprinkled on the upper por- 
tion of the altar, above the red line, whereas the blood of all 
other offerings must be sprinkled on the lower portion, below 
the red line. 
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I return to my previous claim that a sin offering is unique since its 
blood is sprinkled above the red line. The discussion is going around 
[halila|' in circles. 


Rabbi Eliezer then presented a different logical inference: With 
regard to a sin offering, the word “it” is stated concerning slaughter, 
in the verse: “And slaughter it in the place where they kill the burnt 
offering before the Lord; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:24). The 
word “it” teaches that if it is sacrificed for its sake it is fit; if it 
is sacrificed not for its sake it is unfit. And similarly, with regard to 
a Paschal offering, the word “it” is stated concerning slaughter 
[zeviha], in the verse: “It is the sacrifice [zevah] of the Lord’s Pass- 
over” (Exodus 12:27). Here, the word “it” teaches that if it is sacrificed 
for its sake it is fit; if it is sacrificed not for its sake it is unfit. 


And the word “it” is stated with regard to a guilt offering as well, 
in the verse: “It is a guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:5). Here too, say that 
the word “it” teaches that if it is sacrificed for its sake it is fit; if it 
is sacrificed not for its sake it is unfit. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: With regard to a sin offering, the word 
“it” is stated concerning slaughter, teaching that if it is sacrificed for 
its sake it is fit, but if it is sacrificed not for its sake it is unfit. With 
regard to a Paschal offering too, the word “it” is stated concerning 
slaughter, likewise teaching that if it is sacrificed for its sake it is 
fit, but if it is sacrificed not for its sake it is unfit. But with regard 
to a guilt offering, the word “it” is stated only after the burning 
of the sacrificial portions. And since the offering itself is fit even 
if the sacrificial portions were not burned at all, it is certainly fit 
if they were burned not for the sake of a guilt offering. 


The baraita concludes: Rabbi Eliezer said to him: A sin offering 
and a guilt offering are juxtaposed in the verse that states: “As is the 
sin offering, so is the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:7)." The verse 
teaches that just as a sin offering sacrificed not for its sake is unfit, 
so too, a guilt offering sacrificed not for its sake is unfit. 


§ The Gemara discusses the baraita. The Master said: Rabbi Yeho- 
shua said to him: I return to my previous claim, that a sin offering 
is unique since its blood is sprinkled above the red line. The discus- 
sion is going around in circles. The Gemara asks: And let the deri- 
vation revert to its starting point, and let Rabbi Eliezer derive the 
point by analogy from the common element of the two sources, a 
sin offering and a Paschal offering. Together they can prove that 
a guilt offering sacrificed not for its sake is also unfit, since they 
share no element of stringency that the latter lacks. 


The Gemara answers: Even such a derivation is not valid, as it can 
be refuted: What is notable about their common element? A sin 
offering and a Paschal offering are notable in that they both have an 
element of karet. A sin offering is brought for a transgression punish- 
able by karet when committed intentionally, and one who refrains 
intentionally from bringing a Paschal offering is liable to be punished 
with karet. A guilt offering, by contrast, has no element of karet. 


Q The baraita states: Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: Your comparison 
of a guilt offering to a sin offering is not valid. If you say a halakha 
with regard to a sin offering, whose blood is sprinkled above the 
red line, should you necessarily say the same with regard to a guilt 
offering, whose blood is sprinkled below that line? The Gemara 
challenges: And let Rabbi Yehoshua say to him another refutation: 
Your comparison is not valid, as if you say the halakha with regard 
to a sin offering, whose blood enters the innermost sanctum, i.e., 
the Holy of Holies, on Yom Kippur, must the same be said for a 
guilt offering, whose blood never enters the innermost sanctum? 


LANGUAGE 
Around [halila] - avn: This means to do the same 
thing again and again. Perhaps the word derives 
from the root het, vav, lamed, as does the word 
mahol, which means dancing in a circle. 


NOTES 


The verse states: As is the sin offering so is the 
guilt offering - D% NXw~MD WİN IH: This con- 
cludes the discussion, as a halakha that is derived 
from a juxtaposition cannot be refuted through 
logical reasoning. Rabbi Yehoshua does not deny 
the juxtaposition; rather, he derives another halakha 
from it, as explained on 11a (Rashi). 
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NOTES 


The blood of all offerings requires four placements — 
nina yag ayy ott by: According to the majority of 
the Sages, the blood of all offerings other than sin offer- 
ings is sprinkled twice, once on the northeastern corner 
and once on the southwestern corner, so that blood is 
sprinkled on all four sides of the altar. Rabbi Yishmael 
maintains that although the blood is placed on only these 
two corners, it must be placed individually on each side 
of each corner, so that the blood is placed four times 
altogether. The reason the blood is not placed on all four 
corners is that it must be sprinkled on corners that have 
bases, and the southeastern corner does not have a base 
(see 53a). 
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Diagram of the altar: 


. Location of the arrangement of the wood 
. Location of the arrangement of 
he incense 


1. Base of the altar 8. Special arrangement of wood 
2. Redline for Yom Kippur 

3. Surrounding ledge 9. Location of the perpetual fire 
4. Corners of the altar 10. Ramp 

5. Location of the ash mound n. Cavities 
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BACKGROUND 


The Gemara answers: We are stating a comparison of a guilt offering 
to a sin offering specifically with regard to the external sin offerings, 
whose blood does not enter the innermost sanctum. 


The Gemara counters: If so, Rabbi Yehoshua could have refuted the 
comparison by pointing out another difference between a sin offering 
and a guilt offering, as, if the blood of an external sin offering enters 
the innermost sanctum, it is disqualified. This is not so in the case 
of the blood of a guilt offering. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer holds that a guilt offering whose 
blood enters the innermost sanctum is also disqualified. 


The Gemara counters: Rabbi Yehoshua could have pointed out another 
distinction, as a sin offering atones for transgressions for which one 
is liable to receive karet if he committed them intentionally. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer derives the halakha specifically 
from a sin offering brought for hearing the voice, i.e., for falsely 
taking an oath that one is unable to testify in another’s case. This 
transgression is not punishable by karet. 


The Gemara counters: Rabbi Yehoshua could have pointed out another 
distinction, that the blood ofa sin offering requires four placements 
on the altar, whereas the blood of a guilt offering requires only two. 


The Gemara answers: Perhaps Rabbi Eliezer holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who says that the blood of almost 
all offerings requires four placements." 


The Gemara counters: Rabbi Yehoshua could have pointed out another 
distinction, that a sin offering’s blood requires placement on all 
four corners of the altar, whereas the blood of a guilt offering, even 
according to Rabbi Yishmael, is sprinkled on only two corners. 


The Gemara answers: And according to your reasoning, why didn’t 
Rabbi Yehoshua mention other distinctions between a sin offering and 
a guilt offering? Isn’t there the requirement that a priest place a sin 
offering’s blood on the altar with his finger? Isn’t there the require- 
ment to place a sin offering’s blood on the corner of the altar? And 
even according to the opinion that it is not placed on the corner itself, 
isn’t there the requirement to place it on the edge of the corner? 
None of these requirements pertain to any offering other than a sin 
offering. Rather, Rabbi Yehoshua mentioned one of two or three 
valid claims at his disposal. 


§ The Master says: Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: Your comparison 
is not valid. If you say this with regard to a sin offering, whose blood 
is sprinkled above the red line, should you necessarily say the same 
with regard to a guilt offering, whose blood is sprinkled below that 
line? The Gemara challenges: Let Rabbi Eliezer say to him: The 
blood of a guilt offering is also sprinkled above the red line,’ since 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that the halakhot of a guilt offering and a sin 
offering are parallel. 
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Abaye said: You cannot say that the blood of a guilt offering 
is presented above the red line,” due to an a fortiori inference 
from the case of a burnt offering:" Just as in the case of a burnt 
offering, which is treated stringently in that it is totally consumed 
on the altar, its blood is presented below the red line, all the more 
so is it not clear that in the case of a guilt offering, which is not 
totally consumed on the altar, its blood is presented below the 
red line? 


The Gemara rejects the inference: What is notable about a burnt 
offering? It is notable in that it does not atone for a sin, unlike a 
guilt offering. Perhaps this is why its blood is presented below the 
red line. 


The Gemara answers: A bird sin offering can prove the point, as 
it atones for a sin, and still its blood is presented below the red 
line. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is notable about a bird sin 
offering? It is notable in that it is not a type of offering that is 
slaughtered; it is killed by pinching the nape of its neck. Perhaps 
this is why its blood is presented below the red line. 


The Gemara answers: If so, a burnt offering can prove the point, 
since it is slaughtered, and its blood is still presented below the red 

line. Therefore, the halakha is derived from a combination of the 

halakhot of a burnt offering and a bird sin offering: The aspect of 
this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect of that 

case is not like the aspect of this case. Their common element is 

that they are offerings of the most sacred order, and their blood 

is presented below the red line. So too, I shall include a guilt offer- 
ing in this halakha, as it is an offering of the most sacred order, 
and therefore its blood is presented below the red line. 


Rava of Parzakya’ said to Rav Ashi: Let Rabbi Eliezer refute this 
inference: What is notable about the common element of the two 
cases? It is notable in that neither a burnt offering nor a bird sin 
offering has a fixed value. Need you say that the same halakhot 
apply to a guilt offering, which has a fixed value of two silver 
shekels (see Leviticus 5:15)? 


Rather, this is Rabbi Eliezer’s reason for not claiming that the 
blood of a guilt offering is presented below the red line: As the 
verse states with regard to the presenting of the blood of a sin 
offering: “The priest who offers it” (Leviticus 6:19). The word 


“it” indicates that its blood is presented above the red line, but 


the blood of another slaughtered offering is not presented above 
the red line. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if Rabbi Eliezer accepts that the word 
“it” indicates exclusivity, let him also say that the verse: “And slaugh- 
ter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33), teaches that only a sin 
offering is fit if slaughtered for its sake, and unfit if slaughtered not 
for its sake. Consequently, other slaughtered offerings, whether 
slaughtered for their sake or not for their sake, are fit. Why then 
does Rabbi Eliezer deem a guilt offering unfit if slaughtered not 
for its sake? 


The Gemara answers: That instance of the word “it” does not indi- 
cate that the halakha applies specifically to a sin offering and to no 
other offerings, as the Torah excludes the Paschal offering from 
such a generalization. A Paschal offering is certainly disqualified 
if sacrificed not for its sake. 


The Gemara counters: If so, here too, with regard to the presenting 
of the blood above the red line, one must say the word “it” does not 
indicate that this halakha applies specifically to a sin offering and 
no other offerings, as the Torah excludes a bird burnt offering 
from such a generalization. The blood of a bird burnt offering is 
presented above the red line. 


HALAKHA 


You cannot say the blood of a guilt offering is 
presented above the red line — aby int owy 
ANN MYA xb: The blood of a burnt offering, a guilt 
offering, anda peace offering is sprinkled on the altar 
in the same manner: The priest takes the blood in 
the cup and sprinkles it twice, on the lower half of 
the northeastern and the southwestern corners of 
the altar. The priest sprinkles the blood on the cor- 
ner so that it reaches both sides of the corner. This 
way, blood is sprinkled on all four sides of the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
5:6). 


NOTES 


An a fortiori inference from a burnt offering - 4p 
miyn aim: The source for the halakha that the 
blood of a burnt offering is sprinkled below the red 
line is unclear. Although the Gemara derives from the 
verse: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 
4:33), that only the blood of a sin offering is placed 
above the red line and the blood of all other offerings 
is placed below the red line, that derivation is appar- 
ently based on the premise that the blood of a burnt 
offering is placed below the red line. 

Rashi explains on 10a that since the Torah men- 
tions that blood is required to be placed on the 
corners of the altar only with regard to a sin offering, 
it is assumed that the blood of the other offerings 
is sprinkled on the lower portion of the altar. 

In the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna (5:6) 
it is suggested that this halakha is derived from a 
logical inference based on the distinction between 
a bird burnt offering and a bird sin offering. Since the 
blood of a bird burnt offering is placed above the 
red line and the blood of a bird sin offering is placed 
below the red line, and the blood of an animal sin 
offering is placed above the red line, apparently the 
blood of an animal burnt offering is placed below 
the red line. Furthermore, the base of the altar is 
referred to several times in the Torah as the base 
of the burnt offering altar, which indicates that the 
blood of a burnt offering is sprinkled close to the 
base of the altar. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rava of Parzakya — x912 x27: Rava of Parzakya, 
sometimes referred to erroneously as Ravina of Par- 
zakya, was a Sage who lived in the sixth generation 
of Babylonian amora‘im. He was a halakhic authority, 
and he participated in Rav Ashi’s compilation of the 
Talmud, along with other Sages. He engaged in many 
halakhic discussions with Rav Ashi. Nothing is known 
of his family other than the fact that he had a son 
named Huna, who was a Torah scholar and who also 
engaged in discussions with Rav Ashi. The identity of 
his town Parzakya is unknown. 
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LANGUAGE 
Red [sikra] — xB: This word means red in Persian. In the 
Bible the word appears in the form of a verb, e.g., “Painting 
[mesakkerot] their eyes" (Isaiah 3:16). This color red was used 
for painting items or parts of the body and for writing, 
among other uses. It was apparently based on minium, 
or lead oxide. 


NOTES 

Any blood. ..only the blood of a sin offering — ...27 by 
13 nyn: This halakha is derived from the verse: "And 
any sin offering, any of whose blood is brought into the 
Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be 
eaten” (Leviticus 6:23). Although the straightforward mean- 
ing of the verse is that the flesh of inner sin offerings is not 
eaten but burned, the Sages derive an additional halakha, 
that if the blood of an external sin offering enters the Sanc- 
tuary, the offering is disqualified, and its flesh may not be 
eaten (see 82a and Ramban’s Commentary on the Torah, 
Leviticus 6:23). 


HALAKHA 
Only the blood of a sin offering - aa nxn: If one 
brings the blood of an outer sin offering into the Sanctu- 
ary, the offering is disqualified, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:13). 


Perek I 
Daf11 Amuda 


NOTES 


The meal offering of a sinner — xyin nna: This refers to 
a sliding-scale sin offering. A person in extreme poverty 
who is obligated to bring a sliding-scale sin offering brings 
a meal offering (see Leviticus 5:11). 


A bird sin offering is a dilemma raised by Rabbi Avin - 
NOT PAX 277 KWI qiya nxen: The dilemma stems from 
the fact that the blood of a bird sin off ering is not collected 
in a bowl; rather, it is sprinkled by holding the bird itself. 
Since blood can be disqualified by entering the Sanctuary 
only after being collected in a bowl, Rabbi Avin raised a 
dilemma as to whether the neck of the bird is considered 
to be like a service vessel, as its blood is sprinkled on the 
altar from its neck, or it is considered to be like the flesh 
of an offering, which is not disqualified by entering the 
Sanctuary. 
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The Gemara answers: With regard to offerings that require slaugh- 
ter, in any event, the Torah excluded nothing from the generaliza- 
tion. Bird offerings are irrelevant, as they are killed by the pinching 
of the nape. 


And if you wish, say instead that even the blood of a bird burnt 
offering is presented in a manner different from that of a sin offering. 
In accordance with whose opinion is this suggestion? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
who says: This place where the blood of a sin offering is presented 
is discrete, and that place where the blood of a bird burnt offering 
is presented is discrete. 


As it is taught in a baraita: The blood that must be placed on the 
lower half of the altar is placed anywhere from the red [hasikra]' 
line and below, and the blood that must be placed on the upper 
halfis placed anywhere from the red line and above. Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, said: In what case is this statement said? 
It is said with regard to a bird burnt offering. But the placement 
of the blood of an animal sin offering is itself performed only on 
the actual corner of the altar. 


§ We learned ina mishna elsewhere (81b): As Rabbi Akiva would 
say: Any blood that should have been sprinkled on the external 
altar but instead entered to atone in the Sanctuary is unfit. And 
the Rabbis say: That is the halakha only with regard to the blood 
ofa sin offering." Rabbi Eliezer says: The halakhic status ofa guilt 
offering is also like that of a sin offering, as it is stated: “As is the 
sin offering, so is the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:7). 


The Gemara asks: Granted, the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is under- 
standable, as he states the reason for his opinion. But what is the 
reason for the opinion of the Rabbis? 


Rava said: You cannot say that the blood of a guilt offering that 
entered into the Sanctuary is disqualified, due to an a fortiori 
inference from the case of a burnt offering: Just as 


with regard to a burnt offering, which is totally consumed by 
the fire on the altar, nevertheless, even if its blood enters into the 
Sanctuary it is fit, with regard to a guilt offering, which is not 
entirely consumed on the altar, all the more so is it not clear that 
even if its blood enters the Sanctuary it remains fit? 


The Gemara refutes this inference: What is notable about a burnt 
offering? It is notable in that it does not atone for a sin. Perhaps 
this is why its blood is not disqualified if it enters the sanctuary. 


The Gemara responds: The meal offering of a sinner’ can prove 
the point, as it is not disqualified by entering the Sanctuary, even 
though it atones for a sin. 


The Gemara interjects: But let us say that a bird sin offering can 
prove the point, as it too atones for a sin but is not disqualified by 
entering the Sanctuary. This case is more similar to that of a guilt 
offering, as a bird has blood, unlike a meal offering. The Gemara 
answers: It is not certain that a bird sin offering is not disqualified 
by entering the Sanctuary; this is a dilemma raised by Rabbi Avin." 


The Gemara asks: But let us refute the above response as follows: 
What is notable about a sinner’s meal offering? It is notable in that 
it is not a type of slaughtered offering. 
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The Gemara answers: If so, a burnt offering can prove the point, 
since it is a slaughtered offering, and still if its blood enters the 
Sanctuary, it is not disqualified. And the inference has reverted 
to its starting point. The halakha is derived from the halakhot 
of a burnt offering and a sinner’s meal offering: The aspect of 
this case is not like the aspect of that case and the aspect of 
that case is not like the aspect of this case. Their common ele- 
ment is that they are offerings of the most sacred order, and if 
they enter into the Sanctuary they are still fit. So too, I shall 
include a guilt offering and infer that since it is also an offering 
of the most sacred order, if its blood enters into the Sanctuary 
it is still fit. 


Rava of Barnish® said to Rav Ashi: But let us refute this infer- 
ence: What is notable about their common element? It is notable 
in that neither a burnt offering nor a sinner’s meal offering has a 
fixed value. Should you say the same halakhot apply to a guilt 
offering, which has a fixed value? 


Rather, this is the reason for the opinion of the Rabbis: As the 
verse states: “And any sin offering, any of whose blood is brought 
into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be 
eaten” (Leviticus 6:23). The term “whose blood” teaches that the 
blood of this offering, i.e., a sin offering, and not the blood of 
another offering, is disqualified in this manner. 


And how does the other tanna, Rabbi Eliezer, interpret this term? 
He derives from it that only its blood is disqualified by entering 
the Sanctuary, but not its flesh. 


And from where do the other Rabbis derive that the flesh of a 
sin offering is not disqualified by entering the Sanctuary? 
They maintain that both halakhot are derived from this term, as 
the verse could have simply stated: Blood, but stated: “Whose 
blood.” The redundancy excludes not only the flesh, but also 
other offerings. 


And the other tanna, Rabbi Eliezer, does not interpret the 
redundancy indicated by the change from: Blood, to: “Whose 
blood,” to be significant. Once the word blood is mentioned, it 
is grammatically necessary for the verse to state “whose blood.” 


Q The Gemara resumes its discussion of the dispute in the mishna 
between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. Granted, according to 
the Rabbis, who say that a guilt offering that one slaughtered 
not for its sake is fit, that is why a meal offering is juxtaposed 
with a sin offering, and a meal offering is also juxtaposed with a 
guilt offering. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: The verse 
states with regard to a meal offering: “It is most sacred, as the 
sin offering, and as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10), teaching 
that a meal offering of a sinner is like a sin offering. Therefore, 
if one removed its handful not for its sake, it is disqualified. 
And the verse also teaches that a voluntary meal offering is like 
a guilt offering. Therefore, if one removed its handful not for 
its sake," it is still fit. This accords with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
that a guilt offering slaughtered not for its sake is fit. 


But according to Rabbi Eliezer, for what halakha is a meal 
offering juxtaposed with a sin offering, and a meal offering 
juxtaposed with a guilt offering? 


The Gemara answers: They are juxtaposed to teach the other 
halakha derived by Rabbi Shimon from this verse; as we learned 
in a mishna (Menahot 26a): If the handful of a meal offering is 
conveyed to the altar not in a service vessel," the offering is unfit. 
And Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 


BACKGROUND 


Barnish — wna: Barnish was a city located near the 
cities of Sura and Mehasya. Some suggest a connection 
between the name of the city and the Burnitz, or Barnitz, 
River, which supplied drinking water to Mehasya. Others 
interpret the name Barnish as denoting a leader or elder. 
It is similar to the Hebrew word parnas and other words 
in ancient languages that carry this meaning. 

Approximately nine miles away from Barnish was a 
synagogue called Daniel’s Synagogue where, accord- 
ing to a local tradition, the prophet Daniel would pray. 
Jews from Barnish would go there to pray on Shabbat 
due to the synagogue’s extra sanctity. This was hala- 
khically permitted despite the long distance, as there 
were several towns along the way, the remains of which 
exist to this day. 


Location of Barnish 


PERSONALITIES 


Rava of Barnish — wnan 831: This Sage lived in the 
sixth generation of Babylonian amora‘im. He had many 
discussions with Rav Ashi, in which he raised difficulties 
with the statements and actions of Rav Ashi and other 
Sages. Nothing is known about his family. The city where 
he lived, Barnish, was adjacent to Mehasya, where Rav 
Ashi served as head of the yeshiva. 


HALAKHA 

If one removed its handful not for its own sake — A¥ap 
aw xhw: If a handful was removed from any meal 
offering with the wrong type of meal offering in mind, 
the offering is still fit, but it does not satisfy its owner's 
obligation. A sinner’s meal offering and a meal offering 
of jealousy are exceptions to this halakha: If one of their 
four main rites was performed with the wrong type of 
meal offering in mind, they are disqualified (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:2). 


A meal offering not ina service vessel - mw oa Kow: 
If the meal offering was not in a service vessel when the 
handful was removed from it, or if the handful was not 
put in a service vessel, or if it was conveyed to the altar 
without a service vessel, it is disqualified, in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:6). 
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HALAKHA 


With his left hand - bxinwa: Sacrificial service is per- 
formed only with one’s right hand; if one performs 
the service with his left hand his service is not valid. 
This is in accordance with the unattributed opinion in 
the mishna on 15b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:18). 


A Paschal offering whose first year has passed - noa 
im mayw: A Paschal offering whose first year has 
passed that was slaughtered on Passover eve after noon 
for the sake of a Paschal offering is fit, but it does not 
satisfy its owner's obligation. The halakha is the same 
with regard to another offering that was slaughtered on 
Passover eve for the sake of a Paschal offering. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, whose 
opinion is generally accepted when he is in dispute 
with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:12). 


NOTES 


They disagree with regard to other offerings slaugh- 
tered for the sake of a sin offering — ow) DK. 
pp mn: Rabbeinu Tam (Tosafot nb) cites a version 
of the text that reads as follows: And they disagree, etc., 

In other words, Rabba was not in disagreement with 
the statement of Rabbi Yohanan that Yosef ben Honi 
and Rabbi Eliezer said the same thing; rather, he was 
explaining that Rabbi Yohanan was referring only to the 
case of an offering that is slaughtered for the sake of a 
Paschal offering, and not to the case of an offering that 
is slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering. 


As it is taught in a baraita, etc. — 131307: The baraita 
is apparently cited as a source for Rabba’s opinion that 
Rabbi Eliezer agrees with Yosef ben Honi with regard to 
a Paschal offering but disagrees with him with regard 
to a sin offering, as it is apparent from the baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer concedes that a burnt offering that is sac- 
rificed for the sake of a sin offering is fit. Rashi maintains 
that Rabbi Yohanan also derives his opinion from this 
baraita. 
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And Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: What is the reasoning 

of Rabbi Shimon? The verse states with regard to a meal offering: 

“It is most sacred, as the sin offering, and as the guilt offering,” 
teaching that ifa priest comes to perform its sacrificial rites by hand, 
he must perform them with his right hand, like one performs the 

rites of a sin offering. And if he performs them with a vessel, he 

may perform them with his left hand," like one performs the rites 

of a guilt offering, since Rabbi Shimon maintains this is permitted 

in the case of a guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Shimon himself, does he 
expound this verse for this purpose, concerning one who if one 
removes its handful not for its sake, and expound it for that purpose, 
concerning conveying the handful with one’s hand? 


The Gemara answers: The verse comes mainly to teach that which 
Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, explained. And the halakha that 
a meal offering of a sinner whose handful was removed not for its 
sake is unfit is due to another reason: What is the reason a sin 
offering sacrificed not for its sake is disqualified? The reason is that 
the word “it” is written with regard to it in the verse: “It is a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 4:24). Since the word “it” is also written with 
regard to the meal offering of a sinner, in the verse: “For it is a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 5:11), the same applies in that case. 


In the mishna, Rabbi Eliezer cites the verse: “As is the sin offering, 
so is the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:7), as a source for his opinion. 
The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, for what halakha 
is a guilt offering juxtaposed with a sin offering? The Gemara 
answers: They are juxtaposed to tell you that just as a sin offering 
requires placing hands on the head of the offering, so too, a guilt 
offering requires placing hands on the head of the offering. 


§ The mishna teaches: Yosef ben Honi says: Other offerings that 
are slaughtered for the sake of a Paschal offering or a sin offering 
are unfit. Rabbi Yohanan says: Yosef ben Honi and Rabbi Eliezer 
said the same thing, i.e., Rabbi Eliezer agrees with Yosef ben Honi. 


Rabba says: Although they agree that other offerings slaughtered 
for the sake of a Paschal offering are unfit, they disagree with regard 
to other offerings slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering.’ 
Whereas Yosef ben Honi holds that they are unfit, Rabbi Eliezer 
maintains that they are fit. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita:" In the case of a Paschal offering 
whose first year has passed," and it must therefore be sacrificed as 
a peace offering, and one slaughtered it at its designated time on 
Passover eve for its own sake as a Paschal offering, and likewise, if 
one slaughtered other offerings for the sake of a Paschal offering 
at its designated time, the tanna’im disagree as to the status of 
the offering. Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit, and Rabbi Yehoshua 
deems it fit. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said: If, during the rest of the days of the year, 
when a Paschal offering is not fit if it is slaughtered for its own 
sake, nevertheless, other offerings that are slaughtered for its sake 
are fit, then at its designated time, when a Paschal offering is fit if 
it is slaughtered for its own sake, isn’t it logical that other offerings 
slaughtered for its sake should be fit? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Or conversely, just as during the 
rest of the days of the year, when a Paschal offering is not fit 
if it is slaughtered for its own sake, it is fit if slaughtered for 
the sake of other offerings, so too, at its designated time, when 
it is fit if slaughtered for its own sake, isn’t it logical that it 
should be fit if slaughtered for the sake of other offerings? And 
accordingly, a Paschal offering slaughtered not for its own sake 
on the fourteenth of Nisan should be deemed fit, which contra- 
dicts the halakha. Clearly, this line of reasoning leads to incorrect 
conclusions. 
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Furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer refuted Rabbi Yehoshua’s logic as 
follows: And do you say this derivation? What does it matter to 
me that other offerings slaughtered during the rest of the days of 
the year for the sake of a Paschal offering are deemed fit? After 
all, a Paschal offering slaughtered for the sake of other offerings 
is also fit. But must you say that other offerings slaughtered at 
its designated time for its sake should be deemed fit? After all, 
at its designated time, a Paschal offering slaughtered for the sake 
of other offerings is unfit." 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: If, as you maintain, other offerings 
slaughtered on Passover eve for the sake of a Paschal offering are 
disqualified, you have diminished the force of the requirement 
that a Paschal offering be sacrificed for its own sake, and you have 
given more force to the requirement that a peace offering be 
sacrificed for its own sake. A Paschal offering sacrificed at the 
proper time, i.e., during the rest of the year, for the sake of a peace 
offering, is fit, whereas a peace offering sacrificed on Passover eve 
for the sake of a Paschal offering is unfit. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Eliezer then presented a different 
logical inference: We find that a leftover Paschal offering, an 
animal consecrated as a Paschal offering but ultimately not 
sacrificed on Passover eve, is brought as a peace offering; but a 
leftover peace offering, one bought with money left over from 
funds dedicated toward the acquisition of a peace offering, is not 
brought as a Paschal offering. A Paschal offering is a potential 
peace offering, but a peace offering is not a potential Paschal 
offering. 


And if so, one may infer a fortiori: Just as with regard to a Paschal 
offering, whose leftover offering is brought as a peace offering, 
and nevertheless, if one slaughtered it at its designated time for 
the sake of a peace offering it is unfit, so too, with regard to 
a peace offering, whose leftover offering is not brought as a 
Paschal offering, if one slaughtered it for the sake of a Paschal 
offering at its designated time, isn’t it logical that it should 
be unfit? 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: This inference is not valid, as we 
find that a leftover sin offering, e.g., one bought with money 
left over from funds dedicated to the acquisition of a sin offering, 
is brought as a burnt offering, whereas a leftover burnt offering 
is not brought as a sin offering. 


And according to Rabbi Eliezer’s logic, one should derive a fortiori: 
Just as with regard to a sin offering, whose leftover is brought 
as a burnt offering, nevertheless, if one slaughtered it for the sake 
of a burnt offering it is unfit, so too, with regard to a burnt offer- 
ing, whose leftover is not brought as a sin offering, if one slaugh- 
tered it for the sake ofa sin offering, isn’t it logical that it should 
be unfit? Yet, the halakha is that a burnt offering slaughtered for 
the sake of a sin offering is fit. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: No, if you said that this is the halakha 
with regard to a sin offering," that another offering sacrificed for 
its sake is fit, this is only because a sin offering is fit when sacrificed 
for its sake all year long. Shall you also say that this is the halakha 
with regard to a Paschal offering, which is fit when sacrificed 
for its sake only at its designated time? Since a Paschal offering 
is unfit when sacrificed for its sake during the rest of the year, 
it is logical that other offerings should be disqualified when 
sacrificed for its sake at its designated time. 


NOTES 


After all a Paschal offering slaughtered for the sake of 
other offerings is unfit - ny% ow> dips xT Jw: Rashi 
claims that it is from here that Rabbi Yohanan inferred that 
Rabbi Eliezer also disqualifies an offering that is sacrificed 
for the sake of a sin offering. Since a sin offering that is 
sacrificed for the sake of another offering is unfit all year 
round, the same should apply with regard to another 
offering that is sacrificed for the sake of a sin offering. 
Rabba, by contrast, infers from the fact that Rabbi Eliezer 
subsequently suggests a different line of reasoning that he 
retracted this reasoning. 


NOTES 

No, if you said that with regard to a sin offering, etc. - 
ADI nNwNA AIX Ox x: From the fact that Rabbi Eliezer 
does not dispute the premise that if another offering is 
sacrificed for the sake of a sin offering it is still fit, it is appar- 
ent that he accepts this premise, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabba. Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam, maintain 
that Rabbi Yohanan agrees. Rashi explains that this is not 
conclusive proof that Rabbi Eliezer accepts this premise, 
as perhaps his claim was that even if another offering 
that is sacrificed for the sake of a sin offering is still fit, 
another offering that is sacrificed for the sake of a Paschal 
offering is not. 
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HALAKHA 
One who eats untithed produce — Sava ny baix: One 
who eats an olive-bulk of produce from which teruma 
and teruma of the tithe have not been separated is liable 
to receive the penalty of death at the hand of Heaven 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 10:19). 
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§ The mishna teaches: Shimon, brother of Azarya, says that this 
is the distinction: With regard to all offerings, if one slaughtered 
them for the sake of an offering whose sanctity is greater than theirs, 
they are fit; if one slaughtered them for the sake of an offering 
whose sanctity is less than theirs, they are unfit. 


Rav Ashi teaches in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, and Rav Aha, 
son of Rava, teaches the same statement in the name of Rabbi 
Yannai: What is the reason for the opinion of Shimon, brother of 
Azarya? It is derived from that which the verse states: “And they 
shall not profane the holy things of the children of Israel, which 
they will set apart [ yarimu] unto the Lord” (Leviticus 22:15 ). The 
verse is interpreted not as a prohibition but as a halakhic axiom, 
teaching that offerings are not profaned, i.e., disqualified, by sac- 
rifice for the sake of offerings whose sanctity is more elevated 
[muram] than theirs; they are profaned only by sacrifice for the 
sake of offerings whose sanctity is less than theirs. 


The Gemara asks: And does that verse come to teach this halakha? 

But isn’t it necessary for Shmuel’s derivation? As Shmuel says: 

From where is it derived that one who eats untithed produce’ is 

liable to be punished with death" at the hand of Heaven? As it is 

stated: “And they shall not profane the holy things of the chil- 
dren of Israel, which they will set apart unto the Lord.” The term: 

“Will set apart,” indicates that the verse is speaking of holy items 

that are to be set apart in the future, i.e., untithed produce, which 

includes the portion designated for the priest [teruma]. 


The Gemara answers: If so, if the verse taught only one halakha, the 
halakha of Shimon, brother of Azarya, it should have written: 
Which they have set apart. What is the reason the verse states: 

“Which they will set apart,” in the future tense? Conclude from it 
that the verse teaches two halakhot: An offering sacrificed for the 
sake of an offering of greater sanctity is fit, and consumption of 
untithed produce is punishable by death at the hand of Heaven. 


Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: According to Shimon, brother of 
Azaria, who says that less sacred offerings sacrificed for the sake of 
more sacred offerings are fit, perhaps they are fit but do not pro- 
pitiate God, i.e., they do not fulfill the owner’s obligation, as the 
Rabbis hold. If so, when Shimon, brother of Azaria, disagrees with 
the first tanna in the mishna, he disagrees only with regard to one 
matter, i.e., that more sacred offerings sacrificed for the sake of 
less sacred ones are disqualified altogether. Alternatively, perhaps 
Shimon, brother of Azaria, holds that if less sacred offerings are 
sacrificed for the sake of more sacred offerings they are both fit and 
propitiate God, and they disagree with the Rabbis about two 
matters." 


Abaye, and some say Rabbi Zerika, said: Come and hear proof 
that they do not satisfy the owners’ obligation: Shimon, brother 
of Azarya, elaborated on his opinion in the mishna: A firstborn 
animal and the animal tithe that one slaughtered for the sake of 
peace offerings are fit, as the sanctity of peace offerings is greater. 
Peace offerings that one slaughtered for the sake of a firstborn 
animal or for the sake of the animal tithe are unfit. 


NOTES 


Is liable to be punished with death — Anvaa ximo: Although 
the penalty of death at the hand of Heaven is not mentioned 
in this verse, it is derived from a verbal analogy between the 
phrase “And they shall not profane” here and the same phrase 
in the verse concerning those who partake of teruma in a state 
of ritual impurity: “Lest they bear sin for it, and die there if they 


profane it” (Leviticus 22:9). 


And they disagree about two matters - hp spn: According 
to the first tanna, any offering that is sacrificed for the sake of 
another type of offering is fit but does not satisfy its owner's 
obligation. Shimon, brother of Azarya, maintains, according to 
this suggestion, that an offering that is sacrificed for the sake of 
an offering of greater sanctity than itis fit and satisfies its owner's 
obligation, whereas an offering that is sacrificed for the sake 
of an offering of lesser sanctity than it is disqualified (Rashi). 
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And if it enters your mind that offerings sacrificed for the sake 
of offerings of greater sanctity are both fit and propitiate God, 
is a firstborn an offering that propitiates? Sacrificing a firstborn 
does not serve to propitiate God; rather, conclude that such offer- 
ings are fit but do not propitiate. And one can infer that since in 
the latter clause they are fit but do not propitiate, in the former 
clause as well, concerning all offerings of lesser sanctity slaughtered 
for the sake of offerings of the most sacred order, they are fit but 
do not propitiate. 


The Gemara responds: Are the cases comparable? This case is as 
it is, and that case is as it is. Perhaps Shimon, brother of Azarya, 
holds that offerings of lesser sanctity slaughtered for the sake of 
offerings of the most sacred order propitiate God, but a firstborn 
animal and animal tithe slaughtered for the sake of peace offerings 
do not propitiate God. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what is the latter clause concerning a 
firstborn and animal tithe teaching us, if not that no offerings of 
lesser sanctity propitiate God when sacrificed for the sake of offer- 
ings of greater sanctity? How is the clause not redundant? Does it 
teach us an example of offerings of higher sanctity and offerings of 
lower sanctity? We already learn such an example in the former 
clause, which teaches: How so? Offerings of the most sacred order 
that one slaughtered for the sake of offerings of lesser sanctity 
are unfit; offerings of lesser sanctity slaughtered for the sake of 
offerings of the most sacred order are fit. 


The Gemara answers: It is stated lest you say that the halakha of 
offerings of higher sanctity and offerings of lower sanctity applies 
only when the difference is between offerings of the most sacred 
order and offerings of lesser sanctity, but with regard to offerings 
of lesser sanctity and other offerings of lesser sanctity this halakha 
does not apply, as they are all considered to possess the same level 
of sanctity. Therefore the mishna adds the example of a firstborn 
animal and animal tithe slaughtered for the sake of peace offerings, 
to clarify that one can distinguish between different offerings of 
lesser sanctity as well. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this answer: We already learn 

this as well, in another mishna (89a): The peace offering precedes 

sacrifice of the firstborn because the peace offering requires place- 
ment of its blood twice so as to be visible on four sides of the altar, 
placing hands on the head of the offering, libations, and waving 
of the breast and thigh by the priest and the owner, none of which 
is required for the firstborn. 


The Gemara answers: The primary mention of the distinction is in 
this mishna; that mishna cites it incidentally, in discussing the 
order of precedence of offerings. 


MI SHN A With regard to the Paschal offering that 


one slaughtered on the morning of the 
fourteenth of Nisan, the day when the Paschal offering should 
be slaughtered in the afternoon, if he did so not for its sake," 
Rabbi Yehoshua deems it fit as though it were slaughtered on the 
thirteenth of Nisan. An animal consecrated as a Paschal offering 
that was slaughtered not at its designated time for the sake of a 
different offering is fit for sacrifice as a peace offering. Ben Beteira 
deems it unfit as though it were slaughtered in the afternoon of 
the fourteenth. 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal offering that one slaughtered on the morning... morning, in accordance with the opinion of ben Beteira, as his 


not for its sake - iw own jonww noan: Ifa Paschal 
offering was slaughtered at its designated time, namely, the 


opinion is discussed by the amora’im (Kesef Mishne). The Ra’avad 
rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, that if 


fourteenth of Nisan, not for its sake, it is disqualified. The Ram- it was slaughtered in the morning it is fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


bam rules that it is disqualified even if it was slaughtered in the 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:11). 
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Shimon ben Azzai said: I received a tradition from seventy-two 
elders," as the Sanhedrin deliberated and decided on the day 
that they installed Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya at the head of the 
yeshiva" and ruled that all the slaughtered offerings that are 
eaten that were slaughtered not for their sake are fit, but these 
offerings did not satisfy the obligation of the owner, except for 
the Paschal offering and the sin offering. Based on that version, 
ben Azzai added to the halakha cited in the first mishna only the 
burnt offering, which is not eaten, and the Rabbis disagreed and 
did not concede to him. 


G E M A RA Rabbi Elazar says that Rabbi Oshaya says: 


With regard to a Paschal offering that one 
slaughtered on the morning of the fourteenth of Nisan for its 
sake, ben Beteira would deem it fit, as he held that the entire 
day, not only the afternoon, is its designated time. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason the mishna states that 
according to ben Beteira, a Paschal offering slaughtered on the 
morning of the fourteenth is considered as though it were slaugh- 
tered in the afternoon? This language seems to indicate that it does 
not have the same status as a Paschal offering actually slaughtered 
in the afternoon. 


The Gemara responds: Since Rabbi Yehoshua says the term: As 
though it were slaughtered on the thirteenth, ben Beteira also says 
the term: As though it were slaughtered in the afternoon. But in fact 
he maintains that there is no difference between a Paschal offering 
slaughtered on the morning of the fourteenth and one slaughtered 
in the afternoon. 


The Gemara asks: If so, rather than disagreeing in the mishna with 
regard to a Paschal offering that was slaughtered on the morning 
of the fourteenth not for its sake, let them disagree with regard 
to one slaughtered for its sake; ben Beteira holds that it is fit, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua holds that it is unfit. 


The Gemara answers: If the mishna were to write only that they 
disagree with regard to a Paschal offering slaughtered for its sake, 
I would say: But in a case where it was slaughtered not for its 
sake, Rabbi Yehoshua concedes to ben Beteira that it is disquali- 
fied, even though it was slaughtered in the morning, since at least 
part of the day, the afternoon, is fit for its sacrifice as a Paschal 
offering. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that they disagree with 
regard to this case as well. 


The Gemara asks: How can ben Beteira claim that a Paschal offering 
may be slaughtered in the morning? But isn’t it written: “And the 
whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall slaughter it in 
the afternoon [bein ha‘arbayim]” (Exodus 12:6)? 


Ulla, son of Rav Ilai, says: Ben Beteira interprets the phrase bein 
haarbayim literally: Between two evenings," i.e., between the eve 
of the fourteenth and the night after the fourteenth. Accordingly, 
the Paschal offering may be sacrificed all day long. 


NOTES 


Seventy-two elders — 1p} maw Dya: The Rid explains that 
the Sanhedrin of Yavne had seventy-two members, including 
seventy-one common judges and a president. 


On the day that they installed Rabbi Elazar at the head of 
the yeshiva - nwa qw any Dwing Dia: The removal 
of Rabban Gamliel from his post as head of the yeshiva and the 
installation of Rabbi Elazar in his place are described extensively 
in tractate Berakhot (27b-28a). Many halakhot were established 
on that day, and according to tradition, the testimonies in trac- 
tate Fduyyot were transmitted on that day. 


Between two evenings - WIW W pra: The literal meaning of 
erev is evening, so bein ha‘arbayim means between the two eve- 
nings. The common interpretation of the phrase is that it refers to 
the afternoon, which is between the point when the sun starts 
to turn toward the evening and the actual evening. Ben Beteira 
interprets the phrase as referring to the entire day, from the end 
of the previous evening until the evening, i.e., from dawn until 
sunset of the fourteenth (Rashi on Exodus 12:6). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the daily offering, con- 
cerning which it is written: “The one lamb you shall offer in 
the morning, and the other lamb you shall offer bein ha‘arbayim” 
(Numbers 28:4), is the entire day fit for sacrifice also? 


The Gemara answers: There, since it is written: “The one lamb 
you shall offer in the morning,” by inference, the term bein 
ha‘arbayim is referring to the actual afternoon. 


The Gemara counters: Say that one of the lambs should be sacri- 
ficed in the morning, and the other one can be sacrificed all day. 
Why is it evident from the requirement that one be sacrificed in 
the morning that the other must be sacrificed in the afternoon? 


The Gemara answers: The clause “One lamb you shall offer in 
the morning” indicates that two lambs are not sacrificed in the 
morning; the other must perforce be sacrificed in the afternoon. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the lamps’ of the Candelabrum, 
one should say the same, as it is written: “And when Aaron lights 
the lamps bein ha’arbayim” (Exodus 30:8). Is the entire day fit 
for lighting also, according to the opinion of ben Beteira? 


The Gemara answers: There it is different, as it is written: “To 
burn from evening to morning” (Exodus 27:21). And it is taught 
in a baraita: The phrase “from evening to morning” indicates 
that you must allocate the Candelabrum its measure of oil 
so that it will burn from evening until morning. Alternatively, 
the same verse can be interpreted as follows: Only this rite is valid 
from evening until morning, since all other rites must be per- 
formed during the day. Therefore, the Candelabrum is lit only at 
the end of the day. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the incense,’ one should say 
likewise, as it is written with regard to it: “Bein ha‘arbayim he 
shall burn it” (Exodus 30:8). Is the entire day also fit for burning 
the incense according to the opinion of ben Beteira? 


The Gemara answers: The incense is different, 


BACKGROUND 


Lamps - mina: The Candelabrum is one of the sacred utensils 
in the Temple. It is made of gold and stands on the south side 
of the Sanctuary. Its seven decorated branches hold lamps, 
containers for oil, into which wicks are inserted. The Candela- 
brum is lit in the evening, and fueled with sufficient oil so that 
it burns until the morning, no matter how long the night lasts. 
The Candelabrum is eighteen handbreadths high, a little less 
than two meters, and in front of it stands a small platform with 
or the priest who lights and cleans it. In exigent 
circumstances, it is permitted to fashion the Candelabrum out 
of metals other than gold, but it is still required to have seven 


three steps 


branches. 


Lighting the Candelabrum in the Sanctuary 
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NOTES 

You must allocate the Candelabrum its measure, etc. — 
Dv Anta AY IH: It is difficult to assess the exact amount of 
oil necessary for every night, as the length of the night 
changes over the course of the year. Therefore, half a log was 
put in every night, as the Sages assessed that that amount 
was enough to burn all night on the longest nights of the 
year. Consequently, during the summer the Candelabrum 
would be lit during the early hours of the morning as well 
(see Rashi). 


HALAKHA 
You must allocate the Candelabrum its measure — ay al 
Anta: Half a log of oil is put into each lamp of the Candela- 
brum every night, an amount that allows it to stay lit from 
evening to morning (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:11). 


Incense — nyivp: The incense is a mixture of ingredients placed 
on the golden altar in the Temple and burned each morning 
and evening. The incense contains eleven ingredients in fixed 
proportions. As with all other offerings, some salt is added 
to the incense. A special herb smolders and emits a column 
of smoke that rises straight up. Generally the incense is pre- 
pared in sufficient quantity for an entire solar year, including 
the amounts required daily and the additional requirements 
for the Yom Kippur service. It is prohibited to prepare incense 
according to the Temple formula for use outside the Temple, 
and one who does so is liable to be punished with karet. 
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NOTES 

As it is juxtaposed with the lighting of the lamps — 
nid wpmxt: That the incense is burned at the same 

time that the Candelabrum is lit is not only derived 

from a juxtaposition; it is explicit in the verse, which 

states: “And when Aaron lights the lamps bein 

haarbayim he shall burn it, a perpetual incense before 

the Lord” (Exodus 30:8). 
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Recite the afternoon prayer and recite the additional prayers 
thereafter - papa bw Yoana qa ney ania bw Sbann: if one is 
obligated to recite both the additional prayer and the afternoon 


HALAKHA 


prayer, as he did not recite the additional prayer until it was time 
to recite the afternoon prayer, i.e., after six and a half hours of 
the day, he must first recite the afternoon prayer and then the 
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as it is juxtaposed with the lighting of the lamps (see Exodus 30:8)." 
Evidently, it is burned in the afternoon as well. 


The Gemara asks: Just as it is written explicitly that the Candelabrum 
must be lit in the evening, there too, with regard to a Paschal offer- 
ing, it is written: “There you shall sacrifice the Passover offering 
at evening” (Deuteronomy 16:6). How can ben Beteira claim that 
it may be sacrificed all day long? 


The Gemara answers: That verse comes to teach a different halakha, 
that a certain item should be sacrificed after another item. As it is 
taught in a baraita with regard to the order of precedence between 
the Paschal offering and the daily afternoon offering: An item, 
i.e., the Paschal offering, with regard to which both the expressions: 


“In the evening,’ and: “Bein ha‘arbayim,” are stated, should be 


sacrificed after an item, the daily afternoon offering, with regard 
to which only “bein ha‘arbayim’ is stated. 


The Gemara asks: But is there anything comparable to ben Beteira’s 
suggestion, that if one slaughters it in the morning, you say that it 
is its designated time and it is fit; but when afternoon comes, you 
say that the item should be sacrificed only after the daily afternoon 
offering? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, there is a precedent; as Rabbi Yohanan 
says: If one did not recite the additional prayers of Shabbat, the 
New Moon, or a Festival, which should be recited in the morning, 
until it is time for the afternoon prayer, the halakha is that he should 
first recite the afternoon prayer, and recite the additional prayers 
thereafter." 


The Gemara asks: But if the term “bein ha‘arbayim” is referring 
to the entire day, as ben Beteira maintains, why do I need those 
instances of the expression that are written with regard to burning 
incense and lighting the lamps, which are not performed all day? 


Furthermore, this interpretation of the opinion of ben Beteira is 
difficult, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi responded on behalf of ben 
Beteira to the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua that a Paschal offering 
slaughtered not for its sake on the morning of the fourteenth of 
Nisan is fit, as though it were slaughtered on the thirteenth: No, if 
you said that this is the halakha with regard to the thirteenth, as 
no part of the day is fit for sacrificing the Paschal offering, shall you 
also say that this is the halakha with regard to the fourteenth, part 
of which is fit for sacrificing the Paschal offering? Since it can be 
sacrificed in the afternoon of the fourteenth, if it is slaughtered in 
the morning not for its sake, it is disqualified. 


The Gemara concludes: And if it is so that a Paschal offering can be 
sacrificed throughout the day of the fourteenth, all of it is fit, not 
only part of it. 


Rather, Rabbi Oshaya’s interpretation of ben Beteira’s opinion is 
rejected. Instead, Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to a Paschal 
offering that one slaughtered on the fourteenth" in the morning, 
ben Beteira would deem it unfit, whether it was slaughtered for 
its sake or not for its sake. It is unfit even if it was slaughtered not 
for its sake, since part of the day is fit for its sacrifice as a Paschal 
offering. 


additional prayer. Even if he recited the additional prayer first he 
has fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
3:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 286:4). 


A Paschal offering that one slaughtered on the fourteenth, 
etc. — 13) Wy yaa ipnww noa: A Paschal offering that 
was slaughtered on the fourteenth of Nisan before noon is 
disqualified, as that is not its designated time of sacrifice, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:12). 
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Rabbi Abbahu ridiculed [megaddef ]" this interpretation: If so, how 
can you find a fit Paschal offering according to ben Beteira? If its 
owner designated an animal now, on the morning of the fourteenth, 
as a Paschal offering, it is disqualified from the outset, as it cannot 
be sacrificed at all, either for its sake or not for its sake. And even if its 
owner designated it the previous day, when it was fit to be sacrificed 
not for its sake, it was fit and then disqualified the next morning, 
when it was no longer fit to be sacrificed until the afternoon. Once an 
offering is disqualified, it can no longer become fit. 


Rather, Rabbi Abbahu says: Let the Paschal offering be fit when it is 
designated on the fourteenth after noon, when it may already be 
sacrificed as a Paschal offering. 


Abaye says: You may even say that it is fit if designated in the morn- 
ing, as an offering is not disqualified due to the fact that it is an offering 
whose time has not yet arrived ifits time will arrive on that same day. 


Rav Pappa says: You may even say that it is fit if designated from 
the previous night, as an offering that was designated at night and 
may be sacrificed the following day is not considered an offering 
whose time has not yet arrived," as it is taught in the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael: Although an animal is unfit for sacrifice until its 
eighth day, on the night before its eighth day it may already enter 
the den to be tithed.™’ 


And this is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Appetoriki,'” 
as Rabbi Appetoriki raises a contradiction: It is written: “When 
a bull or a sheep or a goat is born, then it shall be seven days with 
its mother” (Leviticus 22:27); consequently, on the following night, 
i.e., the night before the eighth day, it is fit for sacrifice. And it is writ- 
ten subsequently in that verse: “But from the eighth day and on it 
may be accepted for an offering made by fire unto the Lord”; conse- 
quently, on the previous night, i.e., the night before the eighth day, it 
is not yet fit. 


How can these texts be reconciled? At night it is fit for consecration, 
and the following day it is fit for effecting acceptance, i.e., for sacrifice. 
Apparently, an offering that may be sacrificed the following day can 
be consecrated the previous night, even though it may not be sacri- 
ficed at night, and it is not considered an offering whose time has not 
yet arrived. 


NOTES 


An offering designated at night is not an offering whose time 
has not yet arrived — pat Twin pre mo: This pertains only to the 
consecration of the offering. If an offering is sacrificed before its time, 
even if it will be fit for sacrifice on that same day, Rav Pappa concedes 
that it is disqualified. 


On the night before its eighth day it may enter the den to be 
Some commentaries explain that the Rambam follows the ruling 
that he indicates elsewhere, that on the night before an animal is 
eligible to be sacrificed it is considered an animal whose time has not 


generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. His father, Dostai, who taught 
baraitot in Rabbi Hiyya’s study hall, was honored with the title: Rabbi 


HALAKHA 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Appetoriki — ' ivag +27: Rabbi Appetoriki was a second- 


On the night before its eighth day it may enter the den to be 


(see Leviticus 22:27). An animal that is not yet old enough to be sac- 
rificed is not included in the selection of one-tenth of one’s animals 
for tithe. Nevertheless, on the night prior to an animal's eighth day 
it is included in the selection, during which it can potentially be 
consecrated as an offering. 


yet arrived. The Kesef Mishne writes that he does not know why the 
Rambam omits this halakha, apparently because there is no reason 
to assume that the Rambam would rule that way with regard to the 
animal's consecration (see Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:5, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 3:4, and Hilkhot Bekhorot 6:14). 


Appetoriki’s father, due to his distinguished son. A small number of 
Rabbi Appetoriki’s statements concerning the halakhot of offerings 
and the kashrut of eggs are cited in the Talmud. 
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LANGUAGE 

Ridiculed [megaddef] - 1133: The root gimmel, 
dalet, peh means to denigrate, in biblical 
Hebrew as well as in Aramaic. Similarly, in Arabic, 
the root Se, jdf, also means to denigrate. It is 
used in reference to one who curses God. The 
phrase megaddef bah, which appears in amoraic 
discussions, means to ridicule a prior statement. 
Although it would appear inappropriate for a 
student to speak this way about the statement 
of his teacher, as Rabbi Abbahu was a disciple of 
Rabbi Yohanan, the later commentaries explain 
hat the objective of the Sages was only to seek 
he truth, and therefore they did not object to 
heir students speaking about their statements 
in this manner. 

Some geonim interpret this expression 
based on the root gimmel, reish, peh, as the 
etters dalet and reish are frequently inter- 
changed in Aramaic. They suggest that the 
word megaddef literally means swept, from 
he word gerifa, or diminished, from the word 
geria. Accordingly, the expression megaddef 
bah means that the previous statement should 
be removed or swept away. Other geonim inter- 
pret it as making a gesture with one's hand that 
expresses astonishment and protest. 


Appetoriki — 97911v8x: This name apparently 
derives from the Latin name Patricus, which 
means nobleman, or a person with distin- 
guished lineage. 
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NOTES 


Shall we say that Rabbi Yohanan holds, etc. - x) 
"931 aM 31 ADP: The difficulty raised by Rabbi Abbahu, 
that according to Rabbi Yohanan a Paschal offering is 
disqualified permanently when it is consecrated, is based 
on the principle that once an offering is disqualified from 
being sacrificed, it cannot become fit again. Since there 
is a dispute as to whether this principle applies to offer- 
ings that were not yet slaughtered, Rabbi Zeira asked 
Rabbi Abbahu whether or not he assumes that Rabbi 
Yohanan holds that the principle applies to living offer- 
ings as well. 


An animal belonging to two partners — ‘3 bw maga 
pamw: Rabbi Yohanan referred specifically to the case 
of an animal that is owned by partners, because if the 
sole owner of an animal consecrates half of it, the entire 
animal is consecrated automatically. It is possible to con- 
secrate half an animal only when it belongs to partners, 
as one cannot consecrate the share belonging to his 
partner (Rashi). 


But it may not be sacrificed — 727p FYNI: The animal 
can never be sacrificed. It is left to graze until it develops a 
blemish, after which its owner must redeem it and bring 
another offering purchased with the money (Rashi). 


Perek I 
Daf12 Amud b 
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§ Rabbi Abbahu presumes that an animal consecrated before it may 
be sacrificed is disqualified. With regard to this, Rabbi Zeira said 
to Rabbi Abbahu: Shall we say that Rabbi Yohanan holds" that 
consecrated animals that cannot be sacrificed at any given moment 
are disqualified from ever being sacrificed? 


Rabbi Abbahu said to him: Yes, as Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard 

to an animal belonging to two partners," if one of them conse- 
crated the half of it that belongs to him, and then purchased the 

other half of it from his partner and consecrated it, it is consecrated, 
despite the fact that it was consecrated piecemeal. But it may not be 

sacrificed," since when he first consecrated it, the consecration did 

not extend to his partner’s half. Since the animal was not fit to be 

sacrificed then, it is disqualified permanently. 


But as it is consecrated now, it can render consecrated as a substitute 
anon-sacred animal that is exchanged for it. If the owner substitutes 
a non-sacred animal for this one, the second animal becomes conse- 
crated as well. And yet its substitute is like it; it too is consecrated 
but cannot be sacrificed. 


And one can conclude three points from this statement: Conclude 
from it that animals that cannot be sacrificed are permanently dis- 
qualified; and conclude from it that disqualification from the 
outset, i.e., from the time the offering is consecrated, is permanent 
disqualification; and conclude from it that 


HALAKHA 


An animal belonging to two partners — pani wv bw maga: 
If an animal belonged to two partners, and one of them conse- 
crated his half and then purchased the other half from his partner 
and consecrated it too, the animal is entirely consecrated and 
can be sacrificed on the altar. Although it was disqualified from 
being sacrificed at the outset, this does not cause permanent 


disqualification, as living animals that are disqualified from being 
sacrificed are not disqualified permanently. The owner can also 
effect substitution of the offering. This is contrary to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan and in accordance with the opinion of those 
who disagree with him (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 15:4). 


Ota nT w? there is permanent disqualification even in a case where the animal 
possesses sanctity that inheres in its monetary’ value, rather than 


inherent sanctity. 


There is disqualification in its monetary value - D273 INT w»: 
Rashi explains that the concept of permanent disqualification 
applies even with regard to an item that contains not inherent 
sanctity but sanctity that inheres in its monetary value, such as 
he case under discussion, where the consecrated animal was 
not fit for sacrifice and was therefore designated for sale, with 
he proceeds from the sale used to purchase an animal to be 
sacrificed as an offering. The animal is disqualified from ever 
being sacrificed, even after the reason for its disqualification no 
onger applies, despite the fact that it was never rendered an 
offering to begin with. 

The early commentaries find this interpretation difficult, as it 
is seemingly identical to the conclusion that an item that is dis- 
qualified from the outset is permanently disqualified. An animal 
that is disqualified from the time it was consecrated contains, by 
definition, sanctity that inheres in its monetary value, as it cannot 
be sacrificed as an offering. 

Tosafot resolve this difficulty by finding a case where an item 
is disqualified from the outset but still has inherent sanctity: If a 
priest collects the blood of an offering in a bowl that has water 


NOTES 


in it, every drop of blood that falls into the bowl is disqualified for 
sacrifice due to the fact that the water constitutes the majority 
of liquid in the bowl, and the contents do not become fit again 
when the blood becomes the majority. In this case, the blood 
is disqualified from the outset, although it contains inherent 
sanctity. The Ramban on Kiddushin7b adds that it is also possible 
for an item whose sanctity inheres in its monetary value to be 
disqualified after it is consecrated. Therefore, the two conclusions 
are not identical. 

Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Hayyim, add that the novel element 
of the conclusion that permanent disqualification applies to 
monetary value is that although it is not an offering, substitution 
applies to it. 

Rabbeinu Hananel interprets this conclusion differently: If one 
dedicates money to buying an offering and is then disqualified 
from bringing it, the money is permanently disqualified from 
being used for this purpose. This opinion is discussed extensively 
in Tosafot and Shita Mekubbetzet (see also the early commentaries 
on Kiddushin 7a). 
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§ Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one ate forbidden fat and 
designated an offering to atone for the transgression, and then 
apostatized,"™' thereby disqualifying himself from bringing an 
offering, and later recanted his apostasy, since the offering was 
already disqualified, it shall be disqualified permanently. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Yirmeya says that Rabbi Abbahu 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says: If one ate forbidden fat and desig- 
nated an offering to atone for his transgression, and then became 
an imbecile,“ who is unfit to bring an offering, and then again 
became halakhically competent, since the offering was already 
disqualified, it shall be disqualified permanently. 


The Gemara notes: And both statements are necessary. As, if 
Rabbi Yohanan had taught us only the first statement, concerning 
an apostate, one might have reasoned that the offering is perma- 
nently disqualified because he disqualified himself by his own 
action, but here, in the case of one who became an imbecile, 
where he was disqualified through a process that occurs by itself, 
when he becomes competent again he may bring his sacrifice, as it 
is considered as though he were asleep." If one designated an 
offering and fell asleep, this certainly does not disqualify it. 


And if Rabbi Yohanan had taught us only the statement here, with 
regard to one who became an imbecile, one might have reasoned 
that the offering is permanently disqualified because it is not in 
his power to return to competence, but here, in the case of an 
apostate, since it is in his power to recant his apostasy, I would 
say that the offering is not permanently disqualified. Therefore, 
both statements are necessary. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: If one ate forbidden fat and 
designated an offering for the transgression, and then the court 
ruled that the type of fat he ate is permitted, thereby rendering 
the offering unnecessary, and the court subsequently retracted its 
ruling, in this case, what is the halakha? Is the offering permanently 
disqualified, or is it not permanently disqualified? 


A certain elder [hahu sava]' said to Rabbi Yirmeya: When Rabbi 
Yohanan introduced" the topic of permanently disqualified offer- 
ings, he introduced it with this case. What is the reason? There, 
in the case of one who apostatized or became an imbecile, although 
the person was disqualified," the offering itself was not disquali- 
fied. Consequently, it is less evident that the offering will be dis- 
qualified permanently. But here, in a case where the court ruled 
that the fat is permitted, the offering itself was also disqualified, 
as it was rendered unnecessary. Therefore, this is a more obvious 
example. 


§ The mishna teaches: Shimon ben Azzai said: I received a tradi- 
tion from seventy-two elders [zaken] that all slaughtered offer- 
ings that are eaten, if slaughtered not for their sake, are fit. The 
Gemara asks: Why do I need to teach the phrase seventy-two 
elders using the singular form: Zaken, rather than the plural form: 
Zekenim? The Gemara answers: Because they all maintained one 
opinion, i.e., they all agreed with this halakha. 


The mishna continues: Ben Azzai added only the burnt offering 
to the sin offering and the Paschal offering, which are mentioned 
in the first mishna as disqualified when sacrificed not for their sake. 


LANGUAGE 


HALAKHA 


If one ate forbidden fat and designated an offering and 
then apostatized - tamwn yarp wom son bars: If one 
committed a transgression unwittingly, and consecrated 
an offering to atone for his sin, and subsequently became 
an apostate or an imbecile, the offering is disqualified. If he 
later recanted his apostasy or became competent again, 
the offering is fit to be sacrificed, as living animals are not 
permanently disqualified (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Shegagot 3:8). 


NOTES 


And apostatized — TAMWA: It is derived from the verses 
that an apostate cannot bring an offering, as the verse 
states (Proverbs 21:27): “The sacrifice of the wicked is an 
abomination” (see Hullin 5a and Shita Mekubbetzet here). 
The Rambam writes that this was a tradition. The Gemara 
(Hullin 5a) defines an apostate in this regard as one who 
worships idols, desecrates Shabbat in public, or transgresses 
the entire Torah. If one does not fit this definition but trans- 
gresses certain prohibitions regularly, offerings for those 
particular transgressions are not accepted from him. 


And became an imbecile - mam: Since the one bringing 
the offering must have proper intent (see Arakhin 21a), one 
who is incompetent cannot bring an offering. 


As though he were asleep — 12% W3: Tosafot on Sanhed- 
rin 47a note that this is only a partial comparison, as one’s 
offering can be sacrificed by the priests while he is asleep, 
which is certainly not the case with regard to an imbecile. 
An imbecile is compared to one who is asleep in that both 
his becoming an imbecile and his becoming competent 
again are not accomplished through his own actions. 


When Rabbi Yohanan introduced, etc. — pyi a1 1nd +3 
"ay: Rashi explains that Rabbi Yohanan introduced the 
topic of permanently disqualified offerings with this case 
because it is more obvious than the previously mentioned 
cases (see Shita Mekubbetzet). Rabbeinu Tam explains that 
Rabbi Yohanan started with this case for didactic reasons, 
specifically because it is more novel than the previous 
cases. 


There the person was disqualified, etc. — np K123 ON 
^3: Rashi explains that this is referring to the case of an 
individual who became an apostate or an imbecile. The 
disqualification in these cases relates to the status of the 
individual, not the offering. But in the case where the court 
deemed the fat permitted, the offering itself was deemed 
irrelevant. Rabbeinu Tam offers the opposite interpretation: 
There, in the case where the court deemed the fat permit- 
ted, only the individual, who was subject to the court's rul- 
ing, was disqualified from bringing the offering; the offering 
itself was not disqualified, as the court was mistaken. By 
contrast, in the case of one who became an apostate or 
an imbecile, the offering was objectively disqualified due 
to its owner's status. 


Apostatized [nishtammed] - “wana: This term clearly is refer- 
ring to apostasy, i.e., the act of abandoning one’s religion. Its 
literal meaning is unclear. Some of the geonim explain that 
it derives from the Syriac root ayin, mem, dalet, which refers 
to being baptized. The Hatam Sofer suggests that the term 
stems from the Aramaic ishtemodda, which means becoming 
estranged. Others maintain that the word is from the Aramaic 


root shin, mem, dalet, which denotes a curse or excommunica- 
tion, similar to the Hebrew root shin, mem, tav. Accordingly, an 
apostate [meshumad] is literally a cursed or excommunicated 
person. 


A certain elder [hahu sava] - x39 x77: The literal meaning 
of this term is: That grandfather. The word sava, grandfather, 


is used in reference to any elderly individual and is also used 
in reference to a Torah scholar. Hahu sava is often mentioned 
as participating in halakhic discussions and teaching baraitot. 
Some later commentaries assert that hahu sava alludes to the 
prophet Elijah, who would reveal himself to the Sages as an 
elderly man. 
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Rav Huna said: What is the reason for the opinion of ben Azzai? 
‘The verse states: “It is a burnt offering, an offering made by fire, 
of a pleasing aroma unto the Lord” (Leviticus 1:13). The word 
“it” teaches that if it is sacrificed for its sake, it is fit; if sacrificed 
not for its sake, it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t the word “it” written with regard to a 
guilt offering as well, in the verse: “It is a guilt offering” (Leviticus 
7:5)? Nevertheless, a guilt offering sacrificed not for its sake is 
not disqualified. 


The Gemara answers: That verse is written after the burning of 
the sacrificial portions on the altar. Since the offering is fit even 
if these portions are not burned at all, it is certainly fit if they are 
burned not for the sake of a guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: Isn't this mention of the word “it” with regard 
to a burnt offering also written after the burning of the sacrificial 
portions on the altar? 


The Gemara answers: The word “it” is written with regard to a 
burnt offering in two places, both in Leviticus 1:13 and in Exodus 
29:18. Although both are written after the burning of the portions 
consumed on the altar, one of them is superfluous, and is therefore 
interpreted in reference to the main sacrificial rites, performed 
before the burning of the portions. The verse therefore teaches that 
the offering is fit only if these rites are performed for its sake. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to a guilt offering as well, isn’t the 
word “it” written in two places, Leviticus 5:9 and Leviticus 7:5? 


Rather, ben Azzai derives his halakha not from a verse, but by 
an a fortiori inference: Just as with regard toa sin offering, which 
is not totally consumed on the altar but partially eaten by priests, 
if one slaughtered it not for its sake it is disqualified, so too, 
with regard to a burnt offering, which is treated more strictly in 
that it is totally consumed on the altar, all the more so is it not 
clear that if it is slaughtered not for its sake it is disqualified? 


The Gemara rejects this inference: What is notable about a sin 
offering? It is notable in that it atones for sin, in contrast to a 
burnt offering, which is not brought for atonement. Therefore, only 
a sin offering is disqualified when sacrificed not for its sake. 


The Gemara suggests: A Paschal offering can prove the point, as 
it is not brought for atonement, yet it is disqualified if sacrificed 
not for its sake. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is notable about a Paschal 
offering? It is notable in that its time is set at Passover eve, in 
contrast to a burnt offering, which does not have a designated time. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, a sin offering can prove the point, 
since it has no set time. And the inference has reverted to its 
starting point. The halakha is derived from the common element 
of the two sources: The aspect of this case is not like the aspect 
of that case and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of 
this case. Their common element is that they are offerings, and 
if one slaughtered them not for their sake, they are disqualified. 
So too, I shall include a burnt offering in this halakha, as it is an 
offering, and therefore if one slaughtered it not for its sake, it is 
disqualified. 


The Gemara rejects this as well: What is notable about their com- 
mon element? It is notable in that they both have an element of 
karet. A sin offering is brought for a transgression punishable by 
karet when committed intentionally, and one who refrains inten- 
tionally from bringing a Paschal offering is liable to be punished 
with karet. A burnt offering does not have an element of karet. 


The Gemara answers: Ben Azzai 
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does not refute the inference by citing a common element of 
karet," as the elements of karet in a sin offering and in a Paschal 
offering are not parallel. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let it be derived from this inference that 
a guilt offering is also disqualified if sacrificed not for its sake. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to a guilt offering, ben Azzai 
refutes the inference as follows: What is notable about the com- 
mon element of a sin offering and a Paschal offering? It is notable 
in that there are communal offerings as well as individual offer- 
ings" of these types, as well as communal burnt offerings, whereas 
there is no communal guilt offering. 


And if you wish, say instead that actually, ben Azzai also refutes 
the entire inference, because a sin offering and a Paschal offering 
uniquely share an element of karet. And the reason ben Azzai 
maintains that a burnt offering sacrificed not for its sake is disquali- 
fied is that he learned it as a tradition. And as for the fact that Rav 
Huna cites an a fortiori inference, he does not believe it to be the 
true source for ben Azzai’s halakha; he said it only to sharpen 
the minds of his students with it, challenging them to refute it. 


MISHNA it regar to the aschal offering an 


the sin offering," where one slaughtered 
them not for their sake, or where he collected their blood in a 
vessel, conveyed this blood to the altar, or sprinkled this blood 
on the altar not for their sake, or where he performed one of 
these sacrificial rites for their sake and not for their sake," or not 
for their sake and for their sake, in all these cases the offerings 
are unfit. 


How are these rites performed for their sake and not for their 
sake? In a case where one slaughtered the Paschal offering for the 
sake of a Paschal offering and for the sake of a peace offering. 
How are these rites performed not for their sake and for their 
sake? In a case where one slaughtered the Paschal offering for the 
sake of a peace offering and for the sake of a Paschal offering. 


The offering is unfit because a slaughtered offering is disqualified 
due to prohibited intent in four matters:" In the performance of 
the sacrificial rites of slaughtering the animal, in collecting the 
blood, in conveying the blood, and in sprinkling the blood. 


Rabbi Shimon deems the offering fit if the prohibited intent was 
during the rite of conveying the blood, as he would say: It is 
impossible to sacrifice an offering without slaughtering the ani- 
mal, or without collection of the blood, or without sprinkling 
the blood, but it is possible to sacrifice an offering without con- 
veying the blood to the altar. How so? If one slaughters the animal 
alongside the altar and sprinkles the blood, the blood does not 
need to be conveyed. Therefore, the rite of conveying the blood 
is not significant enough to cause the offering to be disqualified 
due to prohibited intent while performing it. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to one who conveys the blood in 
a situation where he is required to convey it, prohibited intent 
while conveying it disqualifies the offering. Ifhe conveys the blood 
in a situation where he is not required to convey it, prohibited 
intent while conveying it does not disqualify the offering. 


G E M ARA™ mishna teaches that a slaughtered 


offering is disqualified due to prohibited 
intent while performing four rites, including collection of the 
blood. The Gemara asks: And does collection of the blood with 
prohibited intent disqualify the offering? 


NOTES 


Does not refute the inference by citing a common 
element of karet - 7°75 xb mya ty: A sin offering 
atones for a transgression punishable by karet, but one 
who refrains from fulfilling his obligation to bring a sin 
offering is not punished with karet. Conversely, one 
who refrains from bringing a Paschal offering is pun- 
ished with karet, but a Paschal offering does not atone 
for a sin punishable by karet. Since the connection o 
each of these offerings to karet is dissimilar, this is no 
considered a common element of theirs. 


There are communal as well as individual offerings - 
Tw Ways jW»: This element pertains to a burn 
offering as well; there are daily communal burnt offer- 
ings and additional ones on the Festivals. Communa 
sin offerings include those brought on New Moons and 
Festivals. A Paschal offering is an individual offering, bu 
it contains certain characteristics of communal offer- 
ings. For example, it is brought by the entire Jewish 
people at the same time, and it is brought in a state 
of ritual impurity when the majority of the public is 
impure. 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal offering and the sin offering — nba 
Dwxwnm: Ifa Paschal offering or a sin offering is slaugh- 
tered for the sake of the wrong offering, it is disqualified. 

This also applies to collecting the blood, conveying it to 

the altar, and sprinkling it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


For their sake and not for their sake — xo wows 
yw: If one slaughters an offering or performs any 
other of its four main rites not for the sake of the offer- 
ing, it is disqualified. This is the halakha even if one 
slaughters the offering for its sake and not for its sake, 
e.g., one slaughters a burnt offering for the sake of a 
burnt offering and for the sake of a peace offering, or 
if he slaughters it not for its sake and for its sake, e.g., 
for the sake of a peace offering and for the sake of a 
burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:1). 


A slaughtered offering is disqualified in four mat- 
ters - D724 myaisa bpp) mata: An offering is disquali- 
fied due to prohibited intent while performing one of 
the following four rites: Slaughter, collecting the blood, 
conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling the 
blood on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:4, 15:1). 
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HALAKHA 


Collection of the blood...must be performed by a fit 
priest, etc. — ^3) W2 yi3 NAN...077 nba: All sacri- 

ficial rites from the collection of the blood onward are 

performed by priests wearing service vestments (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:1). 


Collected the blood outside - yna bap: One who 
sacrifices outside the Temple an item that is fit to be 
sacrificed on the altar is liable. Therefore, one who 
sprinkles the blood of an offering outside the Temple 
is liable. One who collects the blood of an offering 
outside the Temple is exempt from liability, as that is 
not a complete rite, but a preparatory rite (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:3, 6). 


If those who are unfit collected the blood, etc. - 
3) ps mbap: If a non-priest performs one of the 
hes rites of the priests, his performance is not 
valid. For performing one of the following four rites, 
a non-priest is liable to receive the penalty of death 
at the hand of Heaven: Sprinkling the blood, burning 
the portions of an animal offering or the handful of a 
meal offering, pouring the wine libation, and pouring 
the water libation on Sukkot. A non-priest who collects 
the blood of an offering is not liable to receive death 
at the hand of Heaven even though his performance is 
not valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
9:1, 5). 


BACKGROUND 

Service vestments - Mw 13: An ordinary priest wears 
four vestments for service: A tunic, trousers, a mitre, 
and a belt. These vestments are made of white linen, 
except for the belt, which is made of linen and wool. 
Each thread is made up of six intertwined threads. The 
High Priest wears the four vestments of an ordinary 
priest plus four additional vestments: A robe, an ephod, 
a breastplate, and a frontplate. 


Priestly vestments 
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But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And the sons of 
Aaron, the priests, shall present the blood” (Leviticus 1:5); this is 
referring to collection of the blood." Do you say it is referring 
to collection of the blood, or is it referring to only sprinkling 
the blood? When it states immediately afterward: “And sprinkle 
the blood roundabout against the altar,’ sprinkling the blood is 
thereby stated. If so, how do I realize the meaning of: “And the 
sons of Aaron, the priests, shall present”? This is referring to 
collection of the blood. And the phrase “the sons of Aaron, the 
priests” teaches that collection of the blood must be performed 
by a fit priest," i.e., one who has no blemish and who was not dis- 
qualified due to flawed lineage, and that he must do so while 
he is wearing priestly service vestments.” 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Akiva said: From where is it derived 
that collection of the blood may be performed only by a fit priest 
and while he is wearing service vestments? The expression “the 
sons of Aaron” is stated here in the verse in Leviticus, and it is 
stated there: “These are the names of the sons of Aaron, the 
priests that were anointed, whom he consecrated to minister in 
the priest’s office” (Numbers 3:3). Just as there, in the verse in 
Numbers, it mentions the word “priests” with regard to fit priests, 
i.e., Aaron’s sons, and with regard to priests who were consecrated 
to serve by being dressed with service vestments (see Exodus 
29:30), so too here, the reference is to a fit priest and with regard 
to one who is wearing service vestments. 


Rabbi Tarfon’ said: I will bury my sons if I did not hear a halakha 
from my teachers discerning a distinction between collection of 
and sprinkling the blood, but I cannot explicate the distinction, 
as I do not remember what it was. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Akiva said: I will explicate: With 
regard to collection, the Torah does not render intent like action. 
Collecting the blood with prohibited intent does not disqualify the 
offering. But with regard to sprinkling, the Torah does render 
intent like action. Furthermore, if one collected the blood out- 
side" the Temple, he is not liable to be punished with karet." But 
if one sprinkled the blood outside the Temple, he is punished 
with karet. Moreover, if those who are unfit for the Temple service 
collected the blood, ™ they are not liable for that action. But if 
those who are unfit for the Temple service sprinkled the blood, 
they are liable to receive the penalty of death at the hand of Heaven 
for that action. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Tarfon — jia +27: Rabbi Tarfon was one of the 
great tanna‘im in the generation following the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple. Rabbi Tarfon was a priest, 
and although he was young in the days when the 
Temple still stood, it appears that he served as a priest 
in the Temple. 

Rabbi Tarfon was apparently the same age as the 
students of Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai and may have 
studied under him as well. He is mentioned as hav- 
ing been on close terms with Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua, with the latter calling him: Tarfon, my brother. 

He spent much time in the great academy of Yavne, 
engaging in halakhic discussions with its important 
Sages. Rabbi Akiva was his disciple, and after having 
grown in stature, his colleague. In fact, Rabbi Akiva 
and Rabbi Tarfon regularly engaged in discussions, and 
Rabbi Tarfon honored and esteemed him greatly. Sev- 
eral of the Sages of the next generation were disciples 
of Rabbi Tarfon, including Rabbi Yehuda, his preemi- 
nent disciple. 

Apparently, Rabbi Tarfon lived in the town of Lod. 
He was very wealthy and spent much money on char- 
ity and other acts of kindness. He was known for his 
humility and his seeking of truth. Many incidents are 
recorded about his pious behavior, and particularly 
about the way he honored his mother. 
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NOTES 


And the sons of Aaron shall present the blood, this is collection 
of the blood - D77 mbap iDN: Although the straightforward 
meaning of the word “present” in the verse is referring to convey- 
ing the blood to the altar, the Sages reason that it must be referring 
to collecting the blood. The reason is that while conveying the 
blood is not an indispensable rite, collecting the blood is both 
indispensable and mentioned in the Torah elsewhere: “And Moses 
took half the blood and put it in basins” (Exodus 24:6). Since the 
slaughter and the sprinkling of the blood are mentioned in the 
verse explicitly: “And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord, 
and Aaron's sons, the priests, shall present the blood, and sprinkle 
the blood roundabout against the altar,’ collecting the blood is 
perforce indicated in the word “present.” Nevertheless, since the 
straightforward meaning refers to conveying, the Sages derive that 
the halakhot of collecting apply to conveying as well (see 4a). 


Service vestments [kelei sharet] - mw 13: In the commentary 
of Rabbeinu Hillel on Torat Kohanim, the phrase kelei sharet is 
interpreted in reference to service vessels, i.e., the blood must be 
collected with a consecrated bowl. It is unclear how this require- 
ment is derived from the phrase “the sons of Aaron, the priests.” 
Therefore, Rashi and other commentaries interpret kelei sharet in 
reference to the priestly vestments, with which Aaron's sons were 
consecrated; as stated: “Seven days shall the son that is priest in 
his stead put them on, he who comes into the Tent of Meeting to 
minister in the holy place” (Exodus 29:30). 


If one collected the blood outside the Temple he is not liable to 
be punished with karet - n2 2M ivy yina ap: The penalty of 
karet for sacrificing an offering outside the Temple is mentioned 
explicitly in the Torah only with regard to the slaughter of the 
animal and the burning of the portions that are consumed on the 
altar (see Leviticus 17:3-4, 8-9). It is derived that this punishment 
applies to sprinkling the blood outside the Temple as well (see 
107a). It does not apply to other sacrificial rites. 


If those unfit for Temple service collected the blood - imbap 
paps: These include both non-priests and priests who are unfit to 
serve, e.g., a priest who has a blemish or who recently drank wine. 
A non-priest who performs a complete rite, i.e., one that does 
not serve as a preparatory rite for another rite, is liable to be pun- 
ished with death at the hand of Heaven. Complete rites include 
sprinkling the blood, which finishes the sacrifice of the blood, 
and burning the portions that are consumed on the altar, which 
completes the sacrifice of the flesh. Although the performance 
of other rites is also prohibited to non-priests, e.g., collecting the 
blood, one who does so is not liable to receive the punishment of 
death at the hand of Heaven. With regard to a priest who serves in 
the Temple when he is unfit, in some cases, e.g., if he drinks wine, 
his vestments are torn, or his hair is too long, he is liable to receive 
death at the hand of Heaven, and in other cases, e.g., if he serves 
without wearing his priestly vestments, or if he does not wash 
his hands and feet before serving, he is liable to receive lashes. 
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Rabbi Tarfon said to him excitedly: I take an oath by the Temple 
service that you have not deviated left or right from what I heard 
from my teachers. I myself heard them and I cannot explicate what 
they taught, whereas you teach this halakha on your own in concur- 
rence with the halakha I heard. He said to Rabbi Akiva, using this 
language: Akiva, anyone who leaves you is like one who leaves 
his life. In any event, Rabbi Akiva’s statement in the baraita appar- 
ently contradicts the mishna with regard to the matter of whether 
the collection of the blood with prohibited intent disqualifies the 
offering. 


Rava said: It is not difficult. The baraita here is referring to 
intent of piggul, i.e., intent to consume or burn the offering after 
its appointed time. The mishna there is referring to intent not for 
the sake of the offering. 


The Gemara adds: The language of the mishna is also precise, as it 
teaches that a slaughtered offering is disqualified in this manner, 
and it does not teach that an offering is rendered piggul in this 
manner. Apparently, the mishna is referring to intent that merely 
disqualifies the offering without rendering it piggul, one who par- 
takes of which is liable to receive karet. The Gemara concludes: 
Conclude from the mishna’s language that this interpretation is 
correct. 


The Gemara asks: And does intent of piggul during the collection 
of the blood not disqualify the offering? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One might have thought that intent 
to consume an offering after its designated time is effective to render 
the offering piggul only when one has that intent during sprinkling. 
From where is it derived to include slaughter and collection of 
the blood in this halakha? The verse states: “And if any of the flesh 
of the sacrifice of his peace offerings is at all eaten on the third 
day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be imputed to the 
one who offers it; it shall be an abhorred thing [piggul ]” (Leviticus 
7:18). As derived on 29a, the verse is referring to performance of 
the sacrificial rites with intent to consume the offering after its des- 
ignated time. The phrase “is at all eaten” teaches that the verse 
speaks of matters that lead to consumption," i.e., those sacrificial 
rites that enable consumption of the offering, including slaughter 
of the animal and collecting the blood. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that I should 
include even the pouring of the remainder of the blood on the base 
of the altar, after its sprinkling, and the burning of the sacrificial 
portions on the altar. 


Therefore, the verse states: 
accepted, neither shall it be imputed to the one who offers it 
(Leviticus 7:18). The phrase “the one who offers it” indicates the 
sprinkling of the blood. Sprinkling was included in the general 
category of rites that enable consumption. And for what purpose 
was it singled out? To compare other halakhot to it, i.e., to say to 
you: Just as sprinkling is unique, as it is a rite and if not performed 
it prevents atonement, so too, any rite that prevents atonement if 
not performed is included in the halakha of piggul. Pouring the 
remainder of the blood and burning the sacrificial portions are 
therefore excluded, as they do not prevent atonement if not per- 
formed. Evidently, intent of piggul applies to the collection of the 
blood, contrary to Rava’s resolution of the contradiction between 
the mishna and the baraita. 


“On the third day, it shall not be 


» 


NOTES 


Neither shall it be imputed to the one who offers it - ay" Torat Kohanim). Furthermore, the phrase “It shall not be accepted” 


avn x5 inix: The commentaries explain that the phrase “the one 
who offers it” indicates the sprinkling of the blood (see Rashi and 


indicates the sprinkling of the blood, as it is this rite that atones 
for the owner and satisfies his obligation (see 4b). 


HALAKHA 


Matters that lead to consumption - "19 prednd O37 
avon: An offering is rendered piggul only by prohibited 
intent while performing a rite that enables consumption 
of the offering. This refers both to consumption of the 
meat of the offering by man, and to consumption of 
the portions that are burned on the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:3). 
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HALAKHA 


In order to pour the remainder tomorrow - by 
aur) oye Tawh nM: If one slaughters an offer- 
ing in the Temple courtyard with intent to pour 
the remainder of its blood on the altar the next 
day, or to burn its portions on the altar the next 
day, the offering is piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:6). 


Pouring the remainder in order to burn the 
sacrificial portions tomorrow — maby pry piv 
aur) pra vop: Performing one of the follow- 
ing sacrificial rites: Flaying the animal, cutting the 
animal into pieces, and taking its portions up to 
the altar for burning, with the wrong offering in 
mind, or with intent to consume it beyond its 
designated time, or with intent to consume it out- 
side the Temple, does not disqualify the offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
13:7). 


Dipping one’s finger renders the offering piggul — 
maan yayn naw: If, while dipping his finger in 
the blood of an inner sin offering, the priest had 
in mind that the offering will be consumed after 
its designated time, the offering is piggul, just as it 
would be if the priest had this intent while sprin- 
kling the blood, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:3, and see Mishne 
LaMelekh and other commentaries there). 


PERSONALITIES 


lifa - Kapy: In the Jerusalem Talmud this amora 
appears as Hilfei. A first-generation amora in Eretz 
Yisrael, Ifa was apparently one of the younger stu- 
dents of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and studied under 
his prominent students as well. Years later, he 
became a good friend of Rabbi Yohanan, although 
Rabbi Yohanan was older. Still later, due to dire 
economic straits, he was forced to leave Eretz Yis- 
rael and travel overseas on business. During his 
absence, Rabbi Yohanan was chosen to head the 
yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael. 

Ilfa was famous for his sharp intelligence and 
the depth of his understanding both in Mishna 
and in the various collections of baraitot attrib- 
uted to the students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi 
Yohanan treated him with great respect and cited 
Torah statements in his name. The Gemara also 
relates stories of his righteousness and great piety. 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, it is not difficult. This statement of Rava, 
that intent of piggul does not apply to collection, is referring to a case 
where the one slaughtering the offering says: I am hereby slaughter- 
ing this offering in order to collect its blood tomorrow. Because the 
collection of the blood is not considered consumption, such intent 
does not render the offering piggul. That statement of the baraita is 
referring to a case where the one collecting the blood says: Iam hereby 
collecting its blood in order to pour the remainder of the blood on 
the base of the altar tomorrow." Since pouring the remains is consid- 
ered consumption of the blood on the altar, such intent renders the 
offering piggul. 


One of the Sages said to Rava: And does prohibited intent with 
regard to the pouring of the remainder of the blood and the 
burning of the sacrificial portions not disqualify the offering, as 
this explanation of the baraita seems to indicate? 


But didn’t we learn in a baraita: One might have thought that only 
prohibited intent with regard to consumption of the meat is effective 
to render the offering piggul. From where is it derived to include 
the pouring of the remainder of the blood and the burning of the 
sacrificial portions? The verse states: “And if any of the flesh of the 
sacrifice of his peace offerings is at all eaten [he‘akhol yeakhel] on 
the third day, it shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 7:18). It is derived 
from the repeated verb that the verse speaks of two types of consump- 
tion: One is consumption of the meat by man, i.e., by the priests or 
the owner of the offering, and the other one is consumption of the 
blood and the sacrificial portions on the altar. 


The Gemara answers: It is not difficult. This case, where intent renders 
the offering piggul, is where the one sprinkling the blood says: Iam 
hereby sprinkling the blood in order to pour the remainder tomor- 
row. Since sprinkling the blood is necessary for atonement, if it is 
performed with the intent that consumption occur beyond its desig- 
nated time, the offering is rendered piggul. That case, where intent does 
not render the offering piggul, is where he says: I am hereby pouring 
the remainder in order to burn the sacrificial portions tomorrow." 
Although burning the portions is considered consumption, pouring 
the remainder of the blood is not indispensable for atonement, and 
therefore the offering is not rendered piggul. 


§ Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: I heard that with regard 
to an inner sin offering, whose blood is sprinkled on the curtain sepa- 
rating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, dipping one’s finger in the 
blood in order to sprinkle it, if he does so with the intent of burning 
the offering on the altar the following day, renders the offering piggul." 


Ilfa’ heard this statement and said it before Rav Padda.” Rav Padda 
said in response: Did we derive the halakha of piggul with regard to 
all offerings from anything but a peace offering? The source for the 
halakha of piggul is the verse stated with regard to peace offerings 
(Leviticus 7:18). Therefore, just as with regard to a peace offering, 
prohibited intent while dipping one’s finger in the blood to sprinkle 
it on the altar does not render it piggul, as there is no requirement 
to sprinkle the blood of a peace offering with one’s finger rather than 
the containing vessel, so too, with regard to a sin offering, prohibited 
intent while dipping one’s finger in the blood does not render it 


piggul. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Padda — x19 31: This Sage is Rabbi Yehuda bar Pedaiah, gener- third-generation amora‘im in Eretz Yisrael studied under him, and 


ally known as bar Padda. He was the son of bar Kappara’s sister 
and one of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s younger disciples. Rabbi Yehuda 
bar Pedaiah was considered one of the Sages of the South, living 
in Judea, perhaps in the town of Lod. All of the great second- and 


his statements are cited by the Sages Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, 
Rabbi Yohanan, and Reish Lakish. His contributions to halakha and 
aggada are found throughout both the Babylonian Talmud and the 
Jerusalem Talmud, and in aggadic midrashim. 
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The Gemara challenges: But are all of the halakhot of piggul derived 
from the halakha of a peace offering? If that is so, then just as 
sacrifice of a peace offering not for its sake does not preclude its 
being rendered piggul, as it is still fit, so too, the halakha should be 
that sacrifice of a sin offering not for its sake does not preclude 
its being rendered piggul. In fact, the halakha is that a sin offering 
sacrificed not for its sake cannot become piggul. 


Rather, what have you to say to explain this halakha? You must 
say that it is derived from an amplification of the verse." Here too, 
the halakha that prohibited intent while dipping one’s finger in the 
blood of an inner sin offering renders it piggul is derived from an 
amplification of the verse. 


Similarly, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: I heard in this upper 
story’ that prohibited intent while dipping one’s finger in the 
blood ofan inner sin offering renders it piggul. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish wondered [tahei]' at this halakha: Did the Sages derive 
the halakha of piggul from anything but a peace offering? Just as 
with regard to a peace offering, prohibited intent while dipping 
one’s finger in the blood does not render it piggul, so too, with 
regard to a sin offering, the halakha should be that prohibited 
intent while dipping one’s finger in the blood does not render 


it piggul. 


The Gemara responds: But are all of the halakhot of piggul derived 
from those of a peace offering? If so, just as sacrifice of a peace 
offering not for its sake does not preclude its being rendered 
piggul, so too, the halakha should be that sacrifice of a sin offering 
not for its sake does not preclude its being rendered piggul. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Indeed, all of the hala- 
khot of piggul, even this one, are derived from a peace offering. 
Since in the case of a peace offering, intent to consume it outside 
its designated area disqualifies it, and in the case of a sin offering, 
sacrifice not for its sake disqualifies it, one can infer that just as 
intent to consume the offering outside its designated area, which 
disqualifies a peace offering, precludes its being rendered piggul, 
so too, sacrifice not for its sake, which disqualifies a sin offering, 
precludes its being rendered piggul. By contrast, dipping one’s 
finger in the blood of an inner sin offering with intent to consume 
it after its designated time does not render it piggul, as there is no 
parallel halakha with regard to a peace offering. 


Rabbi Yirmeya says: This inference is inherently disjointed: 
What is notable about intent to consume the offering outside its 
designated area, which disqualifies a peace offering? It is notable 
in that its disqualification applies to all slaughtered offerings. 
This is why it precludes the offering from becoming piggul. 
Need you say the same with regard to disqualification by sacrifice 
not for its sake, which applies only to a Paschal offering and 
a sin offering? 


Rather, what have you to say to explain this derivation? One must 
say that it is not based on a case-to-case comparison, but on a 
principle that is derived from a peace offering, namely: Any matter 
that disqualifies a peace offering, e.g., intent to consume it outside 
its designated area, precludes its being rendered piggul, and any 
matter that prevents atonement if not performed renders the 
offering piggul if performed with intent to consume it beyond its 
designated time. 


One infers therefore that here too, with regard to an inner sin 
offering, any matter that disqualifies it, e.g., sacrifice not for its 
sake, precludes its being rendered piggul, and any matter that 
prevents atonement if not performed renders it piggul if it is 
performed with intent to consume it beyond its designated time. 
Accordingly, dipping one’s finger in the blood with intent to con- 
sume the offering beyond its designated time renders it piggul, as 
this rite is indispensable. 


NOTES 


It is derived from an amplification of the verse — 
NON "TPT NAIN: This may be referring to the 
specific halakhot under discussion. In other words, the 
general halakha of piggul with regard to the sin offer- 
ing is derived from the peace offering, but several of its 
details are derived from amplifications indicated in the 
verse’s language. Rashi explains that the halakha of 
piggul with regard to the sin offering in general is not 
derived directly from the peace offering, as explained 
in the Gemara (28b), but rather from an amplification 
in the verse, as expounded in Torat Kohanim. 


BACKGROUND 


Upper story - my: In the era of the Mishna and 
Talmud people would live in two-story houses. The 
bottom floor, referred to as the house, was the main 
living area. The upper floor had more privacy. For this 
reason, the Sages would often seclude themselves 
there in order to concentrate, study, or even to con- 
vene large meetings, which were sometimes held 
in secret. 


LANGUAGE 


Wondered [tahei] — 1m: While this verb is usually 
understood to mean wonder, some early commen- 
taries interpret it as meaning question, or regret. The 
expression: Wondered at this [tahei bah] is used in ref- 
erence to several amora’im, and is generally followed 
by a question that expresses an element of surprise. 
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HALAKHA 

Anyone who removes a handful, etc. — ^3) ynipi bs: With 
regard to removing the handful from the meal offering, plac- 
ing it in a vessel, conveying it to the altar, and burning it on 
the altar, if one performs one of these rites with intent that 
the offering will be consumed outside its designated area, the 
offering is disqualified. If one does so with intent that it will 
be consumed after its designated time, the offering is piggul 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:6). 


_ BACKGROUND _ 

Handful - yaip: For most meal offerings a priest must take 
a handful and burn it on the altar. This rite can be performed 
only by a priest. According to many authorities, the priest 
scoops the flour out with the three middle fingers of his right 
hand, using his thumb and little finger to remove any surplus 
flour. He then consecrates the flour by placing it in a service 
vessel. Since the priest has to scoop out an exact handful of 
flour, no more and no less, removing the handful is considered 
one of the more difficult services in the Temple to perform 
correctly. After the handful is placed in a service vessel, it is 
conveyed to the altar and burned on the altar. 


Position of the priest’s hand when taking the handful 


= NOTES — 

Rather since it is not sufficient, etc. — 131930 xo w2 xbx: 

Rashi explains according to the Gemara in tractate Sota (ab) 
hat this is not referring to the technical capability of sacrific- 
ing the handful on the altar without first placing it in a vessel. 
Rather, it is referring to the sacrificial requirement to sanctify 
he handful a second time, after it has already been sanctified 
with the rest of the meal offering, by placing it in another ser- 
vice vessel before burning it on the altar. This is derived from 
he halakha with regard to the blood of an animal offering, 
which is sanctified once together with the rest of the animal 

by slaughter, and is sanctified again when it is collected in a 
service vessel. 
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Rav Mari says: We learn in a mishna as well that dipping one’s 
finger in the blood of an inner sin offering with intent to con- 
sume it beyond its designated time renders the offering piggul 
* (Menahot 12a): This is the principle: With regard to anyone 
who removes a handful"® from a meal offering, or who places 
the handful in a vessel, or who conveys the handful to the altar, 
or who burns it on the altar, if he does so with intent that the 
offering will be consumed after its designated time the offering 


is piggul. 


Since the halakhot of piggul are derived from those of a peace 
offering, one can ask: Granted, the one who removes a handful 
of a meal offering can render the offering piggul, as he is consid- 
ered equivalent to the one who slaughters a peace offering. Just 
as the blood is the essential part of an animal offering, and it is 
removed by slaughter, so too, the handful ofa meal offering is its 
essential part. Likewise, the one who conveys the handful is 
equivalent to the one who conveys the blood ofa peace offering, 
and the one who burns the handful is equivalent to the one who 
sprinkles the blood too. But to what is the one who places the 
handful in a vessel equivalent? From where is it derived that he, 
too, can render the offering piggul? 


If we say that placing the handful in a vessel is comparable to 
collection of the blood, as both rites involve placing the essential 
part of the offering in a vessel, one may respond: Are these rites 
actually comparable? There, in the case of a peace offering, the 
collection of the blood is performed passively. The blood spills 
into the vessel by itself. Here, in the case of a meal offering, the 
priest takes the handful himself and places it in a vessel. Clearly, 
placing the handful in a vessel is not equivalent to any specific 
rite in the sacrifice of a peace offering. 


Rather, since it is not sufficient" for the handful to be sacrificed 
without first placing it in a service vessel, it is, perforce, an 
important rite. One who performs it can therefore render the 
offering piggul like those who perform other essential rites. Here 
too, with regard to dipping one’s finger in the blood of an inner 
sin offering, although it has no equivalent in the sacrifice of a 
peace offering, since it is not sufficient if the priest does not 
perform it, it is perforce considered part of the conveying of 
the blood, and the priest can render the offering piggul while 
performing it. 


The Gemara responds: No, actually, placing the handful in a 
vessel is comparable to the collection of the blood. And despite 
the distinction that you say, namely, that here, in the case of 
a peace offering, the blood spills by itself, while there, in the 
case of a meal offering, the priest takes the handful himself 
and places it in the vessel, nevertheless, since both this rite and 
that rite involve placement of the essential part of the offering 
in a vessel, they are equivalent. What difference is it to me if 
the blood spills into the vessel by itself, and what difference is 
it to me if the priest takes the handful himself and places it in 
the vessel? By contrast, dipping one’s finger in the blood of an 
inner sin offering has no equivalent in a peace offering. Therefore, 
piggul does not apply to it. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the principle that dipping 
one’s finger in the blood is considered part of conveying it to the 
curtain is the subject of a dispute between tanna’im. As it is 
taught in one baraita: With regard to an inner sin offering, 
dipping one’s finger in the blood with intent that it be consumed 
beyond its designated time renders it piggul. And it is taught in 
another baraita: Dipping one’s finger in the blood with intent 
that it be consumed beyond its designated time does not render 
it piggul, and neither does slaughtering the animal with the 
intent to dip his finger in the blood the next day render it piggul. 
What, is it not that this matter is a dispute between tanna’im? 
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The Gemara responds: No, both tanna’im agree that dipping one’s 
finger in the blood of an inner sin offering is part of conveying it 
to the curtain. Rather, this baraita, which states that a priest can 
render the offering piggul while dipping his finger in its blood, is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna (13a), 
who hold that one can render the offering piggul while conveying 
the blood to the altar. That baraita, which states the opposite, is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the mishna, who 
holds that one cannot render the offering piggul while conveying 
the blood. 


The Gemara asks: If the latter baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, why is it referring specifically to 
dipping one’s finger? Doesn’t he say 


that any offering whose blood is not sprinkled on the external 
altar like a peace offering is not subject to the halakhot of piggul? 
If so, piggul does not apply to inner sin offerings at all. 


Rather, both this baraita and that baraita are in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis; and the apparent contradiction 
between them is not difficult. Here, the baraita that maintains that 
one cannot render the offering piggul while dipping his finger in 
the blood is referring to the external sin offerings, since dipping 
one’s finger in order to sprinkle the blood on the external altar is 
not considered an essential rite. There, the baraita that maintains 
that one can render the offering piggul while performing this rite 
is referring to the inner sin offerings. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that one cannot render the offer- 
ing piggul while dipping his finger in the blood of the external sin 
offerings? The statement: “And the priest shall dip his finger in 
the blood” (Leviticus 4:6), is not written with regard to these 
offerings. Since it is clearly not an essential rite, why was it neces- 
sary for the baraita to teach that improper intent while performing 
it cannot render the offering piggul? 


The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the baraita to teach 
this, as otherwise it might enter your mind to say that since it is 
written with regard to an external sin offering: “And the priest 
shall take" of the blood of the sin offering with his finger” (Leviti- 
cus 4:34), and therefore if a monkey comes and places blood on 
the hand of the priest the priest must take blood from the vessel 
again to perform the mitzva as stated in the verse, it is considered 
as though the statement: And the priest shall dip his finger in 
the blood, is written with regard to an external sin offering as well. 


Therefore, the baraita teaches us that dipping one’s finger in the 
blood of an external sin offering is an inessential rite and one can- 
not render the offering piggul while performing it. As it is for this 
reason that the phrase: And the priest shall dip his finger in the 
blood, is not written with regard to this offering, but rather: And 
the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his finger, 
which indicates this halakha, that the priest must actively take the 
blood in his hand, and also indicates that halakha, that dipping 
one’s finger in the blood is not an essential rite and cannot render 
the offering piggul. 


NOTES 


Since it is written: And the priest shall take, etc. - Dyin take blood with his finger, dipping his finger in the blood is 
^D) no DNM: In other words, since the priest is required to necessary. 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Shimon concedes, etc. — 131 }{yaw 21 TTi: Rashi 
explains that slaughtering an animal in the Sanctuary 
is disrespectful. Therefore, it is necessary to convey the 
blood of inner sin offerings into the Sanctuary. 


A Paschal offering and a sin offering may not be sacri- 
ficed on a private altar — 1277 x 7922 NxM MDs: Only 
voluntary offerings were sacrificed on private altars (see 
117a). Obligatory offerings, such as Paschal offerings, were 
sacrificed on the public altar. With regard to sin offerings 
and other obligatory offerings that do not have a desig- 
nated time, there is a tannaitic dispute as to whether they 
were sacrificed on the public altar or not at all (see 19a 
and Keren Ora). 


BACKGROUND 


Private altars — nina: Before the Temple was built, there 
were periods when sacrificing offerings on private altars 
was permitted. It was permitted for any Jew, even an Isra- 
elite, to construct an altar and sacrifice certain offerings, 
primarily voluntary burnt offerings and peace offerings. 
Several of the requirements that pertain to the sacrificial 
process in the Temple did not apply to these altars, includ- 
ing the requirement to consume the meat of the offer- 
ing within a certain boundary. During this period, only 
obligatory offerings and public offerings were brought 
on the public altar, such as the one in Nov or Gibeon. 
After the construction of the Temple in Jerusalem, private 
altars were prohibited forever. Still, for many generations 
people continued to transgress this prohibition and bring 
offerings to God upon private altars. 


HALAKHA 
A Paschal offering on a private altar - m33 nbs: Even 
during the era when it was permitted to sacrifice offer- 
ings ona private altar, the Paschal offering was sacrificed 
only on the public altar (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:3). 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon deems the offering 
fit if the prohibited intent was during the rite of conveying 
the blood to the altar. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: Rabbi 
Shimon concedes" that prohibited intent during the conveying 
of the blood of the inner sin offerings disqualifies them, since 
with regard to those offerings, it is an indispensable rite. Because 
the blood must be sprinkled inside the Sanctuary and the offering 
cannot be slaughtered inside the Sanctuary, conveying the blood 
into the Sanctuary is always necessary for such offerings. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Shimon say that with 
regard to any offering whose blood is not sprinkled on the 
external altar like a peace offering, one is not liable to be 
punished with karet for eating it, due to the prohibition of 
piggul? In other words, the halakha of piggul does not apply to 


inner sin offerings at all. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Rabbi Shimon con- 
cedes that although intent to consume an inner sin offering 
after its designated time does not render it piggul, it disqualifies 
the offering, due to an a fortiori inference: Just as sacrifice not 
for its sake, which is valid in the case of a peace offering, is 
nevertheless not valid in the case of a sin offering, as stated in 
the mishna (2a), so too, isn’t it logical that sacrifice with intent 
to consume it beyond its designated time, which disqualifies 
peace offerings, should disqualify sin offerings? 


The Gemara asks: And we found a source for the halakha that 
intent to consume an inner sin offering beyond its designated 
time disqualifies it according to Rabbi Shimon. From where do 
we derive that intent to consume it outside its designated area 
also disqualifies it? 


If we derive it from the case of intent to consume it beyond its 
designated time, one may respond: What is notable about intent 
to consume it beyond its designated time? It is notable in that it 
can render an offering piggul, for partaking of which one is liable 
to receive karet. 


If we derive it from the case of intent not for its sake, one may 
respond: What is notable about sacrifice not for its sake? It is 
notable in that this disqualification applies even to sacrifice on 
a private altar® during the era when such altars were permitted. 
By contrast, intent to consume the offering outside its designated 
area is irrelevant to sacrifice on a private altar, which has no 
designated area. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to what offering does disquali- 
fication due to intent not for its sake apply? It applies to a Pas- 
chal offering and a sin offering. Since a Paschal offering and a 
sin offering may not be sacrificed on a private altar, this factor 
is irrelevant. One may therefore derive from the case of intent 
not for its sake that intent to consume the offering outside its 
designated area disqualifies it. 


And if you wish, say that it is derived from the juxtaposition of 
the halakha of intent to consume the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time with the halakha of intent to consume it outside its 
designated area. The verse states: “And if any of the flesh of the 
sacrifice of his peace offerings is at all eaten on the third day, it 
shall not be accepted, neither shall it be imputed to the one who 
offers it; it shall be an abhorred thing [piggul]” (Leviticus 7:18). 
This statement: “On the third day, it shall not be accepted,” is 
referring to intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 
time; and this seemingly superfluous statement: “Neither shall 
it be imputed to the one who offers it; it shall be piggul,” is refer- 
ring to intent to consume it outside its designated area. Such 
juxtaposition indicates that there are parallel halakhot in the two 
cases even if they are dissimilar. 
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§ Rava says: If you say that Rabbi Shimon holds in accordance 
with the opinion of his son Rabbi Elazar, who says that the area 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar’ is considered part of the 
north" of the Temple courtyard, the only place where a sin offering 
may be slaughtered, he must also hold that prohibited intent 
while conveying the blood of the inner sin offerings is effective 
to disqualify them only from the doorway of the Entrance Hall 
inward. Prohibited intent before the priest reaches the doorway 
of the Entrance Hall does not disqualify the offering, as conveying 
the blood to the doorway is not necessary; the offering could have 
been slaughtered at the doorway in the first place. 


And if you say that Rabbi Shimon holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the interior of the Temple 
courtyard sanctifies" offerings, i.e., that offerings can be sacrificed 
on the courtyard floor as if it were part of the altar, prohibited intent 
while conveying the removed bowls of frankincense" from the 
table in the Sanctuary to burn them on the external altar is effective 
to disqualify them only while conveying them from the doorway 
of the Sanctuary outward to the Entrance Hall. Since the table 
can be placed anywhere in the Sanctuary, conveying the bowls 
of frankincense in the Sanctuary itself is unnecessary, and once 
the priest exits the Entrance Hall to the Temple courtyard, the 
frankincense could theoretically be burned immediately. 


Rava continues: And if you say that Rabbi Shimon also holds that 
the sanctity of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall are one and 
the same, and the table can be placed in the Entrance Hall as well, 
prohibited intent is effective only while conveying the frankin- 
cense from the doorway of the Entrance Hall outward," i.e., in the 
doorway of the Entrance Hall itself. 


And if you say that he also holds that inside the doorway is con- 
sidered like inside the Entrance Hall, then the table can be placed 
in the doorway too, and prohibited intent is not effective while 
conveying the frankincense even one step. Rather, it is effective 
only during the moment when the frankincense is taken out of 
the doorway to the courtyard, the time it takes the priest to stretch 
out his hand to place the bowls on the courtyard floor. 


And if you say that he also holds that conveying an offering not 
by foot is not considered conveying, prohibited intent is not 
effective at all while conveying the bowls of frankincense. 


Between the Entrance Hall and the altar is considered north- While conveying the removed bowls of frankincense - nana 


pay nay baa pa: Offerings of the most sacred order, includ- 
ing sin offerings, are required to be slaughtered: “On the side of 
the altar northward” (Leviticus 1:11). The Sages disagree (20a) as to 
what area is included in this description. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 


paj p»: Every Shabbat, the shewbread and frankincense on 
he table in the Sanctuary are replaced. After the frankincense of 
hat week is burned on the altar, the shewbread of the previous 
week may be eaten by the priests. This is parallel to the halakha 


Yehuda, holds that only the area between the altar itselfand the that it is permitted to partake of animal offerings after the blood 


northern edge of the courtyard is included. Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, adds the part of the northern half of the courtyard 
that is between the Entrance Hall and the altar. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi also adds the part of the northern half of the courtyard 
that is between the altar and the eastern edge of the courtyard. 


is sprinkled on the altar, and meal offerings are eaten after the 
handful is burned. Therefore, conveying the frankincense to the 
altar is parallel to conveying the blood of an animal offering or the 
handful of a meal offering, and if the one conveying it has intent 
o burn it or to eat the shewbread after its designated time, it is 
rendered piggul. According to Rabbi Shimon, this is the halakha 


| BACKGROUND ~ 


Between the Entrance Hall and the altar - dba pa 
naa: This image depicts the main sections of the 
Temple: The Sanctuary, the Entrance Hall, the altar, the 
ramp to the altar, the area between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar, and the different courtyards. 


Main sections of the Temple 


Tr 


wpa: According to Rabbi Yehuda, when King Solomon conse- 
crated the First Temple, he consecrated the floor of the courtyard 
with the same degree of sanctity as the altar. Therefore, although 
offerings are required to be sacrificed on the altar ab initio, it is 
possible to sacrifice them on the courtyard floor. 


only if conveying the frankincense to the altar is an indispensable 
stage in its sacrifice. 


From the doorway of the Entrance Hall outward — obi nna 
yin: The doorway of the Entrance Hall is five cubits thick (Mid- 
dot 47). 
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HALAKHA 


Anon-priest conveying the blood — 43 nain: If one unfit 
to perform the Temple service conveys the blood to the 
altar, even if a priest performs the beginning or end of the 
conveying, the offering is disqualified; in accordance with 
the conclusion of the discussion in the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:27). 


Service of a non-priest — Maya: If a non-priest performs 
one of the sacrificial rites of the priests, his performance is 
not valid. A non-priest is liable to receive the penalty of death 
at the hand of Heaven for performing one of the following 
four rites: Sprinkling the blood, burning the portions of an 
animal offering or the handful of a meal offering, pouring a 
wine libation, and pouring a water libation on Sukkot (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:1-2). 


Service of an acute mourner — 77iaya pX: If a priest serves 
in the Temple while he is obligated by Torah law to observe 
the period of acute mourning, he has desecrated the offer- 
ing in whose sacrifice he has participated, whether it is a 
communal or an individual offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6-7). 


Perek I 
Daf14 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 


Blemished - ava bya: Certain types of blemishes render 
a priest unfit to serve in the Temple. The halakhot of these 
blemishes are discussed in tractate Bekhorot. Many of the 
blemishes that render animals unfit as offerings render 
priests unfit for Temple service (see Leviticus 21:16-24). 
Although it is prohibited for priests with blemishes to per- 
form the Temple service, they may be employed in certain 
secondary tasks. One such task is ensuring that the wood for 
the altar is suitable for the service. 
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§ Abaye said to Rav Hisda’s interpreter:® Ask Rav Hisda for 
me: What is the halakha with regard to a non-priest conveying 
the blood?" Is the offering disqualified, as in a case where a non- 
priest performs any other sacrificial rite that may be performed only 
by priests? 


Rav Hisda said to him: The offering remains fit, and a verse sup- 
ports my ruling: “And they slaughtered the Paschal offering, and 
the priests sprinkled the blood, which they received of their hand, 
and the Levites flayed them” (11 Chronicles 35:11). Apparently, 
priests are required only for the sprinkling of the blood on the altar 
and later rites. Just as slaughter may be performed by non-priests, 
so can the collection and conveying of the blood be performed by 


them. 


pixy nwe Ina 


Rav Sheshet raises an objection from a baraita: If a non-priest," 


or an acute mourner,'® 


Rav Hisda’s interpreter [amora] - xon ATT may: The literal 
meaning of the word amora is identical to that of the mish- 
naic Hebrew word meturgeman. The interpreter was a Torah 
scholar who would stand alongside a Sage during his lecture 
and repeat his words loudly, translating them from Hebrew to 
Aramaic for the listeners. Often the interpreter would expound 
a short statement of the Sage, elucidating it for the benefit of 
the public. It is for this reason that the Sages of the Talmud 
chose to call themselves amora'im; they considered themselves 
interpreters, so to speak, of the Sages of the Mishna. 


BACKGROUND 


Acute mourner - pix: The period of acute mourning is 
observed on the day of the death of a wife or husband, father, 
mother, son, daughter, brother, or sister. The mourner is exempt 
from all positive mitzvot from the time of the death of the close 
relative until after the burial. At that point, or according to some 
opinions, the morning after the burial, his status changes from 
that of an acute mourner to that of a mourner. An ordinary 
priest is unfit to serve in the Temple while observing the period 
of acute mourning. A High Priest serves in the Temple even 
when he is an acute mourner, and his service is valid. 


a drunk priest," or a blemished’ priest" performs the rites of col- 
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lection, conveying or sprinkling" the blood, the offering is dis- 
qualified. And likewise, it is disqualified ifa priest performs any of 
these rites while sitting." And this is likewise the halakha ifa priest 
performs any of these rites with his left hand." The Gemara con- 
cludes: This is a conclusive refutation of Rav Hisda’s ruling; if a 
non-priest conveys the blood, it is disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Hisda state a verse as proof that 
the offering is not disqualified? The verse states that the priests 
sprinkled the blood after receiving it from non-priests. 


HALAKHA 


Service of a drunk priest — 71iaya 12W: It is prohibited for a 
priest who drank wine to enter the area in the Temple from the 
altar inward. If he enters this area and serves, his service is not 
valid, and he is liable to receive the punishment of death at the 
hand of Heaven. The definition of a priest who drank wine is one 
who drank at once a quarter-/og of undiluted wine that is less 
than forty days old counting from the time it was pressed. He 
may not serve until the effect of the wine has passed (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:1, 9:15). 


Service of a blemished priest — 71iaya ov bya: It is pro- 
hibited for a priest who has a blemish to enter the area in the 
Temple from the altar inward. If he enters this area, he is liable to 
receive lashes, even if he did not serve. If he serves in the Temple 
he has desecrated the service, and he is flogged with two sets 
of lashes, one for entering and one for serving (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:1, 9:15). 


Collection, conveying, or sprinkling - 7714 nina mhapa: 
If one who is unfit to serve collects the blood of an offering, 
conveys the blood to the altar, or sprinkles it on the altar in 
its correct manner, the offering is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:27). 


Service while sitting - niaya awi: If one performs one of 
the sacrificial rites sitting down, his service is not valid. He is not 
liable to receive lashes, as this prohibition stems from a positive 
mitzva (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:17). 


Service with one’s left hand — bxnws may: The Temple 
service is performed with one’s right hand. If one performs a 
rite with his left hand, his service is not valid. He is not liable 
to receive lashes, as this prohibition is not explicitly mentioned 
in the Torah (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara answers: The verse described a case where the non- 
priests served as a bench [itztaba].' The priests would give the 
blood to the non-priests to hold it for them and would then take it 
and sprinkle the blood. The non-priests would not convey the blood 
to the altar. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef both say that the case of a non-priest con- 
veying the blood is subject to a dispute between Rabbi Shimon 
and the Rabbis. According to Rabbi Shimon, who says that a 
dispensable rite is not classified as a true rite and therefore does 
not disqualify the offering if performed with prohibited intent, the 
offering is fit even if the conveying of the blood is performed by a 
non-priest. According to the Rabbis, who hold that a dispensable 
rite is classified as a true rite, the conveying of the blood is not valid" 
if performed by a non-priest. 


Abaye said to him: But what about slaughter, which is an indis- 
pensable rite, and yet the offering is fit even if it is performed by a 
non-priest? He said to Abaye: Slaughter, though indispensable, 
is not classified as a sacrificial rite at all. Therefore it need not be 
performed by a priest. 


The Gemara asks: And is it not? But doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say that 
Rav says: If the slaughter of a red heifer’ is performed by a non- 
priest," it is not valid? And Rav said about this halakha: It is 
derived from the phrases: “Elazar the priest” (Numbers 19:3), and: 
“Statute” (Numbers 19:2), which are written with regard to the 
red heifer. The mention of Elazar indicates that slaughter must be 
performed by a priest, and the term “statute” indicates that one 
may not deviate from any of the details of the service as delineated 
in the verses. If one does, the heifer is disqualified. 


The Gemara answers: The red heifer is different, as it is not an 
offering; it has the sanctity of items consecrated for Temple 
maintenance.’ The halakhot that govern its service therefore differ 
from those of offerings proper. 


The Gemara asks: But does this not prove the point all the more? 
If slaughtering an animal consecrated for Temple maintenance is 
tantamount to a sacrificial rite, can slaughtering offerings, which 
are sacrificed on the altar, not be considered a sacrificial rite? 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The slaughter of a red heifer is 
considered just as it is in the case of shades of leprous marks, which 
are deemed ritually pure or impure by a priest. Although this is not 
a sacrificial rite, it still requires a member of the priesthood to 
perform it. Therefore, the requirement that the red heifer be slaugh- 
tered bya priest does not prove that it is classified as a sacrificial rite. 


The Gemara further challenges the premise of Rabba and Rav Yosef 
that a dispensable rite can be performed by a non-priest: But what 
about conveying the limbs of the offering to the ramp," which is a 
dispensable rite, as the offering can be slaughtered next to the 
ramp? And nevertheless, if it is performed by a non-priest, the 
offering is disqualified, as it is written: “And the priest shall sac- 
rifice the whole, and make it smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus 
1:13); and the Master says: This is referring to conveying the limbs 
to the ramp. 


BACKGROUND 


LANGUAGE 

Bench [itztaba] - xavxts: The primary source of this 
word, which appears in several different forms, is the 
Greek otod, stoa, which has several related definitions: 
Column, colonnade, shed, and warehouse. The Sages 
also employed this term in different ways. In this case, 
the reference is to a type of bench or shelf upon which 
items are placed. 


NOTES 


According to the Rabbis the conveying of the blood 
is not valid — abrps path: Rashi explains that Rabba 
and Rav Yosef maintain that if a non-priest conveys the 
blood, the Rabbis deem the offering unfit, as they con- 
sider conveying an indispensable rite. Therefore, Abaye 
challenges this suggestion from the halakha that a 
non-priest can slaughter the offering, despite the fact 
hat this is an indispensable rite. Tosafot claim that the 
offering is disqualified because all sacrificial rites from 
he collection of the blood onward must be performed 
by priests (see 32a). Rather, Abaye’s objection is to the 
premise that according to Rabbi Shimon, the fact that 
conveying is not indispensable renders it unnecessary 
or it to be performed specifically by a priest. This under- 
standing can be inferred from the wording of the state- 
ment of Rabba and Rav Yosef: Whereas they reason that 
Rabbi Shimon deems the offering fit because conveying 
is a dispensable rite, they do not state the reason why 
he Rabbis deem it unfit. 


HALAKHA 


f the slaughter of a red heifer is performed by a non- 
priest — 1a m Now: A red heifer that is slaughtered 

by a non-priest is fit, as a priest is never required for 
slaughter, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 

and Rabbi Yohanan in tractate Yoma 42a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:2). 


Conveying the limbs to the ramp - O12 nain 
wash: The limbs of an offering may be conveyed to the 
altar only by a priest who is fit for service (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:22). 


Burning of the red heifer 


Red heifer — 18: To eliminate the ritual impurity imparted by 
a human corpse, purification is achieved by means of water 
mixed with the ashes of a red heifer (see Numbers, chapter 
19). The hairs of this heifer must be entirely red. Even two black 
hairs disqualify it for this ritual. Similarly, it may not have any 
blemishes, nor may it have been used for any labor. The red 
heifer is slaughtered on the Mount of Olives outside Jerusalem, 
and its blood is sprinkled seven times in the direction of the 
Temple. Its body is then burned on a special pyre, to which 
cedarwood, hyssop, and crimson wool are added (see Numbers 
19:6). The ashes from this pyre are then gathered and mixed ina 


vessel with water drawn from a spring. Three hyssop branches 
are dipped in the water, which is then sprinkled on the impure 
individual. A single drop from the mixture suffices to transform 
him from an impure person to a pure one, and it is insignificant 
where the water lands on the body in order to purify him. 


It has the sanctity of items consecrated for Temple mainte- 
nance — 8 WaT p12 wtp: The red heifer is not considered an 
offering. This is evidenced by its not being slaughtered in the 
Temple courtyard but rather on the Mount of Olives. Therefore, 
the distinction that generally applies to offerings, between 


sacrificial rites that must be performed by a priest and required 
actions that may be performed by a non-priest, does not apply. 
Rather, all of the stages of the rite of the red heifer are similar 
in this regard and must be performed by a priest. Since the red 
heifer is consecrated, it certainly has sanctity and a status no 
lower than that of items consecrated for Temple maintenance. 
Nevertheless, unlike other items consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, it is slaughtered for a sacred purpose. Consequently, 
many of the halakhot of offerings also apply to it (Meiri). 
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NOTES 
Even according to Rabbi Shimon — jiynw va yon: 
Rashi explains that Rabbi Shimon concedes that con- 
veying is classified as a sacrificial rite of the priests. 
Therefore, if it is performed by a non-priest, the offer- 
ing is disqualified. Nevertheless, conveying the blood 
with prohibited intent does not disqualify the offering, 
as this rite is not necessary for rendering the offering 
permitted for consumption (see 13a). 


That individual should return it to the fit priest - 
wb spin»: Rashi explains that there are two proofs 
rom this mishna that conveying the blood by hand 
is not valid. One proof is from the fact that the blood 
must be returned to the location where it was col- 
ected; apparently, the act of giving the blood to the 
unfit individual was not valid, as it was performed by 
hand. Secondly, if the unfit individual can return the 
blood to the priest without disqualifying it, despite 
he halakha that a non-priest who conveys the blood 
disqualifies the offering, then apparently conveying 
he blood by hand is not considered performance of 
he rite of conveying. The Gemara’s response is that 
in fact, the mishna is saying that the fit priest should 
ake back the blood from the unfit person himself, and 
convey it to the altar without necessarily returning 
it to the place where the animal was slaughtered. 


HALAKHA 

Conveying not by foot -bna sow min: Conveying 
the blood not by foot is not considered performance 
of the rite of conveying. Therefore, if a priest collects 
the blood and sprinkles it on the altar from his loca- 
tion, without walking with it to the altar, the offer- 
ing is disqualified, as the mitzva of conveying was 
not performed, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:23). 


An Israelite would slaughter and a priest would 
collect, etc. — 117120 bap byw» vnw: After the 
Paschal offering is slaughtered, a priest collects the 
blood and hands it to another priest, who then hands 
it to another priest, allowing many priests to partici- 
pate in the mitzva. Every priest moves slightly with his 
feet while passing the blood, in accordance with the 
conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:14 and Lehem Mishne there). 


If a priest who is fit for service collected, etc. — bap 
13) War: If a fit priest collected the blood and 
handed it to an unfit person, and the unfit person 
did not walk with it but remained in his position, he 
should return it to the fit priest, and the offering is still 
fit (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1:27 and Lehem Mishne there). 
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The Gemara answers: In a case where the verse explicitly revealed 
that a rite must be performed by a priest, it revealed it; but in a case 
where the Torah did not reveal it, it did not reveal it. With regard to 
conveying the blood, the Torah does not state explicitly that a priest 
is required. 


The Gemara challenges: But is it not all the more so obvious? Just as 

conveying the limbs to the ramp requires that the conveyor be a 

member of the priesthood, even though it does not prevent atone- 
ment if not performed at all, since atonement was already effected by 
sprinkling the blood, all the more so is it not clear that concerning 

conveying the blood and sprinkling it on the altar, where the failure 

to convey it and sprinkle it on the altar prevents atonement, it must 

be that the conveyor be a member of the priesthood? This difficulty 
remains unresolved. 


It was also stated that Ulla says that Rabbi Elazar says: In a case 
where conveying the blood is performed by anon-priest, the offering 
is disqualified, even according to Rabbi Shimon." 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is conveying the blood 
not by foot" but rather by passing it by hand to another priest con- 
sidered conveying, or is it not considered conveying? Can the rite 
be performed in this manner? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear evidence from the baraita: And 

likewise, if the priest collected, conveyed, or sprinkled the blood 

while sitting, and likewise, ifhe performed any of these rites with his 

left hand, the offering is disqualified. Since only sitting is listed, one 

consequently infers that if the priest conveyed the blood while stand- 
ing but in a manner similar to sitting, i.e., by outstretching his hand 

without walking, the offering is fit. Evidently, conveying the blood 

does not require walking. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: Perhaps when the baraita states: 
Sitting, it is referring to one who conveys the blood by moving toward 
the altar while sitting on the ground in such a manner that he rubs 
himself against the floor of the courtyard as he pulls himself forward. 
If so, the parallel case of standing in a manner similar to sitting is 
a case where the priest moves forward a bit. Perhaps if he does 
not move at all and merely outstretches his hand, the rite is not 
valid. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof froma mishna (Pesahim 
64a): An Israelite would slaughter the Paschal offering, and a priest 
would collect" the blood. The priests would be lined up from the 
place where the lamb was slaughtered until the altar. The priest who 
collected the blood would immediately hand it to another priest 
standing next to him, and the other priest would pass it to another, 
and so forth, until it would reach the altar. Evidently, the blood can 
be passed from hand to hand; it need not be conveyed by foot. 


The Gemara answers: There, too, the priests would move a bit with 
their feet while passing the blood forward. The Gemara asks: But 
what is the mishna teaching us in this description, if not that the 
blood need not be conveyed by foot? The Gemara answers: It teaches 
that: “In the multitude of people is the king’s glory” (Proverbs 
14:28). It honors God when the Temple service is performed by a 
multitude of priests. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another resolution from a 
mishna (32a): If a priest who is fit for Temple service collected" 
the blood in a vessel and gave it to an unfit individual standing 
next to the altar, that individual should return it to the fit priest," 
so that he may perform a complete act of conveying the blood to 
the altar. Evidently, the blood must be conveyed to the altar by foot. 
If conveying by hand were valid, another priest could simply take 
the blood from the unfit person and complete the conveying of the 
blood to the altar. 
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The Gemara rejects this inference: Say that the wording of the 
mishna should be emended; instead of stating that the unfit person 
should return the vessel to the fit priest, it should state that the fit 
priest, even another priest, should then receive it from the unfit 
person. If so, the mishna proves nothing about conveying by hand. 


It was stated: Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Conveying the 
blood not by foot is not considered conveying. 


The Gemara asks: If the blood was conveyed by hand, is it possible 
to correct it" by conveying it again properly, or is it not possible to 
correct it, and the offering is disqualified permanently? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from the aforemen- 
tioned mishna: Ifa priest fit for Temple service collected the blood 
in a vessel and gave the vessel to an unfit person standing next to 
the altar, the latter should return it to the fit priest. Apparently, even 
after the blood is conveyed in an inappropriate manner, it can be 
corrected. 


And though one can indeed explain that the fit priest should then 
receive it from him, as posited above, ifit enters your mind that if 
the blood is conveyed incorrectly it is not possible to correct it, 
the offering was already disqualified when the priest gave the blood 
to the unfit person. Taking it back is of no consequence. 


The Gemara rejects this inference: Do you maintain that this is 
referring to a case where the non-priest is standing inside, between 
the fit priest and the altar? No, it is a case where the non-priest is 
standing outside, farther away from the altar than the priest. There- 
fore, when the priest gave him the blood, he was not conveying it 
toward the altar at all; he was moving it farther away from the altar. 


It was stated: Ulla says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Conveying the 
blood not by foot renders the offering unfit. Apparently, it is not 
possible to correct it, as otherwise Rabbi Yohanan would have 
merely stated that it is not considered conveying, as in his earlier 
statement (14b). 


Rav Nahman raised an objection to Ulla from a mishna (32a): If 
the blood spilled from the vessel onto the floor" and one collected 
it from the floor, it is fit for sacrifice. Apparently, although spilling 
the blood on the floor constitutes a not valid conveying toward the 
altar, it can still be corrected after the fact. 


The Gemara explains: Here we are dealing with a case where the 
blood that spilled went outward, i.e., away from the altar, so it did 
not constitute conveying at all. 


The Gemara asks: Can spilled blood go outward and not come 
inward? Clearly, spilled blood spreads to all sides. The Gemara 
answers: It is a case where the blood spilled on an inclined plane, 
and it therefore spilled only outward, away from the altar. And 
if you wish, say instead that it spilled into a hole in the ground, 
so it did not spread in any direction. And if you wish, say instead 
that it is a case where the blood is thick, so it did not spread in 
all directions. 


HALAKHA 


Possible to correct it - aapoy wax: The Rambam 
does not rule in this case explicitly. The Kesef Mishne 
explains that the Rambam accepts the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan that the offering is permanently disqualified, 
as he rules in that manner with regard to a case where 
a non-priest conveys the blood (Mishne LaMelekh). The 
Lehem Mishne claims that the two cases are not com- 
parable, as conveying by hand is a meaningless action, 
and should not disqualify the offering permanently; 
rather, it can be corrected by conveying the blood 
again properly, in accordance with the conclusion of 
the Gemara. The later authorities agree with this opin- 
ion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:27). 

Spilled from the vessel onto the floor - oon ya pws 
maya by: If the blood spilled from the vessel onto 
the floor, and one collected it from the floor, it is 
fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:25). 
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LANGUAGE 


Go to all that trouble [ikhpal] - bao: It appears from 
Rashi’s commentary elsewhere (see Shabbat 5a) that 


the word ikhpal is an extension of the root alef, kaf, peh, 


meaning to make a strenuous effort. Some explain the 
word ikhpat, or care, as deriving from the same root. 
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The Gemara asks: But did the tanna go to all that trouble [ikhpal]"" 
just to teach us all these unlikely cases? And furthermore, rather 
than teaching in another chapter (see 25a) that if the blood spilled 
from the animal’s neck onto the floor and one collected it in a vessel 
from the floor it is unfit, let the mishna teach a distinction within 
the case where the blood spilled from the vessel itself: In what 
case is this statement, that the blood is fit, said? In a case where the 
spilled blood went outward, away from the altar, but if it came inward 
it is unfit. The Gemara concludes: This is a conclusive refutation; 
if the blood is conveyed in a not valid manner, it can be corrected. 


§ It was stated: The dispute in the mishna (13a) between Rabbi 
Shimon and the Rabbis as to whether improper intent while convey- 
ing the blood disqualifies the offering is only with regard to conveying 
the blood not by foot." With regard to greater conveying, i.e., con- 
veying the blood by moving the feet, everyone agrees that if one 
performs it with prohibited intent, the offering is unfit. When they 
disagree, it is with regard to lesser conveying, i.e., conveying the 
blood by hand without moving the feet, in a case where the offering 
was slaughtered next to the altar. 


They laughed at this statement" in the West, Eretz Yisrael, saying: But 
if so, one encounters difficulty with regard to a bird sin offering," 
which is killed through pinching its nape on the altar and whose blood 
is sprinkled directly from its neck. It is known that if one sprinkled 
its blood with prohibited intent, the offering is unfit. And according 
to Rabbi Shimon, who holds that prohibited intent while conveying 
the blood by hand does not disqualify the offering, how can you 
find these circumstances?" If the priest has prohibited intent with 
regard to the offering before the blood comes out of the bird, this 
intent is nothing, since his waving it is like conveying by hand. And 
ifhe has such intent after the blood came out, its mitzva was already 
performed, as the blood already reached the altar. 


But did the tanna go to all that trouble, etc. - 3) Kan bap: 


NOTES 
In Panim Meirot it is suggested that both major and minor 


Although it is possible for the blood to spill on an inclined plane or 
in a hole, or for the blood to be thick, it is unlikely that the mishna 
was referring to these unusual cases without specification; the 
floor of the Temple courtyard is generally flat and straight, and 
blood that spills out of a slaughtered animal is liquid. Although 
the Gemara often interprets statements of the Mishna in refer- 
ence to specific cases, this is done only when necessary, and only 
in reference to common cases. 


Conveying not by foot - bya Kow main: The commentaries 
find this discussion difficult to understand. The various possible 
interpretations are discussed extensively in Mishne LaMelekh. 
According to Rashi, and apparently the Rambam too, the dispute 
in the mishna is specifically with regard to a case where the 
offering was slaughtered next to the altar, so conveying the blood 
by foot is unnecessary. But in a case where the offering was not 
slaughtered next to the altar, they agree that prohibited intent 
while conveying the blood to the altar by foot disqualifies the 
offering, as in this case, conveying is necessary. According to this 
interpretation, major and minor conveying refer to conveying by 
foot and by hand, respectively. 

Rabbeinu Peretz (see Shita Mekubbetzet) agrees that the 
Gemara distinguishes between a case where the offering was 
slaughtered next to the altar and a case where it was slaughtered 
farther away. He maintains that both major and minor conveying 
refer to conveying by foot. Rabbi Shimon holds that in a case 
where the offering was slaughtered next to the altar, since con- 
veying the blood by foot is unnecessary, and conveying it by hand 
is not a sacrificial rite that can cause the offering to be disqualified 
due to prohibited intent, even if the priest conveys the blood by 
foot, the offering cannot be disqualified. The Rabbis hold that 
conveying the blood by hand is a valid manner of conveying, and 
therefore the offering can be disqualified due to prohibited intent. 
This suggestion is raised in Mishne LaMelekh as well. 


conveying refer to conveying not by foot. Minor conveying refers 
to a case where the offering was slaughtered next to the altar, 
so that conveying by foot is unnecessary. The Rabbis hold that 
since conveying by hand is valid in this case, if one does so with 
prohibited intent, the offering is disqualified, whereas Rabbi 
Shimon maintains that the offering is not disqualified, as the rite 
of conveying refers to conveying by foot. Major conveying refers 
to a case where it is necessary to walk the blood to the altar, but 
one conveys it to the altar not by foot. In this case, Rabbi Shimon 
concedes that the offering is disqualified, as the requirement of 
conveying was not fulfilled. 


They laughed at this statement - aby sama: This expression is 
attributed to certain amora’‘im in Ere zYisrael (see Sanhedrin 17b) 
who would occasionally treat a halakhic statement with disdain, 
assuming that it was not thoroughly examined. 


Bird sin offering - 4iyi3 nxwn: The blood of a bird sin offering 
is not collected in a vessel; rather, the priest pinches its nape 
next to the altar and then sprinkles its blood on the altar by 
holding its body and waving it. The rest of the blood is squeezed 
out onto the base of the altar. As explained in the Gemara 
(65a), a bird sin offering is disqualified due to prohibited intent 
during the performance of two rites: Pinching its nape and 
squeezing out its blood. The latter rite includes the sprinkling 
of its blood. 


How can you find these circumstances — ay ANA a7: This 
is difficult only according to the suggestion that Rabbi Shimon 
holds that conveying by hand is not disqualified due to prohib- 
ited intent. If Rabbi Shimon disagrees with the Rabbis with regard 
to conveying by foot, but maintains that conveying by hand is 
considered a sacrificial rite and prohibited intent disqualifies it, 
the halakha is the same with regard to waving a bird sin offering 
to sprinkle its blood on the altar. 
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PE ST] way 


The Gemara asks: What is the difficulty? Perhaps the offering is 
disqualified due to prohibited intent from the moment the blood 
leaves the bird until the moment it reaches the altar. 


This is as Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: If the priest was sprin- 
kling the blood, and the hand of the one sprinkling was severed" 
before the blood reached the airspace of the altar, what is the 
halakha? Is the sprinkling not valid since it was performed by a 
blemished priest, or is it valid because the blood left the bird before 
he was blemished? And Rabbi Zeira said to him: It is not valid. 
What is the reason? We require that the verse: “And sprinkle of 
the blood” (Leviticus 4:6), be fulfilled in the same manner as the 
verse that follows it: “And the priest shall place" of the blood upon 
the corners of the altar” (Leviticus 4:7), namely, that the blood reach 
the altar. Therefore, the blood can be disqualified anytime until it 
reaches the altar, whether through the priest becoming blemished 
or through prohibited intent. 


When Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, came from 
the study hall, they said: This is the reason for the laughter of the 
scholars of Eretz Yisrael: With regard to greater conveying, i.e., 
conveying by foot, can one say Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis do 
not disagree? Clearly, when they disagree in the mishna, they 
disagree with regard to greater conveying, as Rabbi Shimon rea- 
sons that conveying is a dispensable rite. Only conveying by foot is 
dispensable, since even if the offering is slaughtered next to the altar, 
the priest will need to move its blood somewhat with his hand. 


Rather, the statement under discussion should be emended to say: 
With regard to lesser conveying, i.e., conveying the blood by hand, 
everyone agrees that it does not disqualify” the offering due to 
prohibited intent. When they disagree, it is with regard to greater 
conveying, i.e., conveying the blood for a distance by foot. Rabbi 
Shimon holds that improper intent even then does not disqualify 
the offering, as the rite is dispensable, and the Rabbis maintain that 
it does disqualify it. 


§ If a non-priest conveyed the blood to the altar, and a priest 
returned it" to its original location, and a priest then conveyed it 
again to the altar, the sons of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Yannai dis- 
agree with regard to the halakha. One says that the offering is fit, 
and one says it is unfit. This is because one Sage holds that if the 
blood is conveyed improperly, it is possible to correct it, and one 
Sage holds that it is not possible to correct it. 


Ifa priest conveyed it to the altar, and then returned it, and a non- 
priest then conveyed it again, Rav Shimi bar Ashi says: According 
to the statement of the one who deems the offering fit in the previ- 
ous case, where a non-priest conveyed it the first time and a priest 
conveyed it the second time, in this case the offering is unfit, as a 
non-priest conveyed it the second time. According to the statement 
of the one who deems the offering unfit in the previous case, as a 
non-priest conveyed it the first time, in this case, where a priest 
conveyed it the first time, he deems the offering fit. 


Rava says: Even according to the statement of the one who deems 
the offering unfit in a case where a non-priest conveyed it the first 
time, it is unfit in this case as well, where a priest conveyed it the 
first time and a non-priest conveyed it the second time. What is the 
reason? Because after the blood is returned to its original location, 
it is necessary 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


And sprinkle, and place — na) mm: These verses are 
stated with regard to the sin offering of the anointed 
priest: “And the priest shall dip his finger in the blood, 
and sprinkle of the blood seven times before the Lord, 


in front of the Cur 
shall place of the 


ain of the Sanctuary. And the priest 
blood upon the corners of the altar 


of sweet incense before the Lord” (Leviticus 4:6-7). It is 


derived from the 


juxtaposition of the two verses that 


just as blood must be placed on the altar of incense, 


so too, the blood 
the curtain. It is fu 


hat is sprinkled must actually reach 
rther derived that the same halakha 


applies to a bird sin offering: When its blood is sprinkled 


on the external al 


Everyone agrees 
Thea KYT yha xd 


ar, it must actually reach the altar. 


that it does not disqualify - dap 
xoy: Rashi emends the text so that 


is reads: ‘Everyone agrees that it disqualifies. He explains 
that because minor conveying is indispensable, it is 
considered a complete sacrificial rite, and prohibited 
intent while performing it therefore disqualifies the 
offering. Later commentaries note that this conclusion 
contradicts the Rambam's ruling that it is required to 


convey the blood 


by foot. Rashi explains the Gemara 


according to the standard version of the text as well: 
Everyone agrees that minor conveying does not dis- 
qualify the offering due to prohibited intent, as it is 
too minor an act to be considered a separate rite; it is 
actually part of the rite of sprinkling. 


The hand of the one sprinkling was severed — bw iT yop 
mya: If the hand of the one sprinkling the blood is severed before 
the blood reaches the airspace of the altar, the sprinkling is not 
valid, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:7). 


A non-priest conveyed the blood and a priest returned 
it = pia imna iin: If a fit priest collected the blood and 
handed it to an unfit person, and the latter did not walk with it 
but rather remained in his position, he should return it to the 
fit priest, and the offering is still fit. If the unfit person conveyed 
the blood, even if he then brought it back to the fit priest, and 


the latter conveyed it again, the offering is disqualified, as a not 
valid conveying cannot be corrected, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava. If a fit priest conveyed the blood initially, but 
then brought it back and gave it to an unfit person, who then 
conveyed it again, the offering is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:27). 
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HALAKHA 

Unnecessary conveying — Bka PN pxo pon: Con- 
veying the blood is a sacrificial rite during which pro- 
hibited intent disqualifies the offering, even when it 
is unnecessary. For example, if the one who collected 
the blood then took it farther away from the altar and 
meanwhile had in mind that the offering would be 
consumed after its designated time, it is disqualified. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna 
in the mishna, according to the Gemara’s understand- 
ing at the end of the discussion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:9, and Ra‘avad and Mishne 
LaMelekh there). 


NOTES 


If this baraita is taught it is taught — K297 MA x: 
Although Abaye's inference is not taught explicitly i inthe 
baraita, Rava concedes that it is correct, as though it were 
taught explicitly. According to another version of the 
text, Abaye's inference is, in fact, explicit in the baraita. 

Rashi writes that according to this baraita, there is 
no dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer. Both 
agree that any conveying toward the altar is considered 
a sacrificial rite and can cause the offering to be dis- 
qualified due to prohibited intent, whereas conveying 
in the opposite direction is not considered a sacrificial 
rite. Rabbi Eliezer’s statement in the mishna is merely 
stated in contrast to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that 
prohibited intent during the conveying of the blood does 
not disqualify the offering. 

The Rambam writes that prohibited intent disquali- 
fies the offering even while conveying the blood away 
from the altar. He clearly maintains that the Rabbis do 
not accept Rabbi Eliezer’s distinction. This is indicated 
by the fact that the first tanna in the mishna renders 
conveying in general a rite during which the offering 
can be disqualified (Korban Aharon on Torat Kohanim). 
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to bring it again. Therefore, the second conveying must also be 
performed by a priest. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rav Ashi: This is what Rav Yirmeya of 
Difti said when he stated that it is necessary to bring the blood 
to the altar again, and that therefore the second conveying is 
considered a sacrificial rite and must be performed by a priest: He 
meant that this principle is subject to a dispute between Rabbi 
Eliezer and the Rabbis. 


This is as we learned in the mishna (13a): Rabbi Eliezer says: 
With regard to one who conveys the blood in a situation where 
he is required to convey it, prohibited intent while conveying it 
disqualifies the offering. If he conveys the blood in a situation 
where he is not required to convey it, prohibited intent while 
conveying it does not disqualify the offering. 


And Rava says: All of the tanna’im concede that if one collected 

the blood outside, i.e., at a distance from the altar, and he brought 

it inside, close to the altar, that is considered necessary con- 
veying. If one collected it inside and took it outside, that is 

considered unnecessary conveying." 


They disagree only with regard to a case where he brought it 
in and took it out again. One Sage, the first tanna, holds that 
since it is necessary to bring it back to the altar, it is considered 
necessary conveying, and prohibited intent while performing 
it disqualifies the offering. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds 
that since the rite of conveying to the altar was already performed, 
it is not considered conveying that is necessary for the sacrificial 
service, and prohibited intent while performing it does not dis- 
qualify the offering. Apparently, the same dispute applies to a case 
where a non-priest conveyed the blood the second time. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s interpretation from a baraita: 
Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to one who conveys the blood 
in a situation where he is required to convey it, prohibited intent 
while conveying it disqualifies the offering. How so? If one col- 
lected the blood outside, at a distance from the altar, and he 
brought it inside, close to the altar, that is considered necessary 
conveying. If one collected it inside and took it outside, that 
is considered unnecessary conveying. And consequently, one 
infers that if he brought it in again, it is considered necessary 
conveying even according to Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rava said to him: If this baraita is taught, it is taught," and 
I cannot disagree with it. 
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The central topic of the chapter is the status of offerings sacrificed for the sake of 
the wrong type of offering, or for the wrong person. Any offering sacrificed in this 
manner does not satisfy its owner’s obligation, and the owner is required to bring 
another offering; this applies to communal as well as individual offerings. Most offer- 
ings are not completely disqualified due to the prohibited intent of the one sacrificing 
them, and their sacrificial process continues. The sacrificial portions of the offering 
are burned on the altar, its meat is eaten by those fit to eat it, and its hide is given to 
the priests. These halakhot are all derived from verses in the Torah that discuss peace 
offerings. Sin offerings and Paschal offerings are completely disqualified if they are 
sacrificed for the sake of the wrong type of offering, as derived from other verses that 
address these offerings specifically. 


Prohibited intent affects the status of an offering only while one is performing one of 
four necessary sacrificial rites: Slaughter, collecting the blood, conveying the blood 
to the altar, and presenting it on the altar. If one performs one of the first three rites 
with intent that the blood be presented for the sake of the wrong type of offering, or 
for the wrong person, the status of the offering is also affected: It does not satisfy the 
obligation of the one who brought it, and ifit is a sin offering or a Paschal offering, it 
is disqualified. This is the halakha even if the blood is not ultimately sprinkled with 
the wrong intent. 


The status of the offering is affected even in a case where only part of a rite was 
performed with prohibited intent and the rest of the same rite was performed with 
the proper intent. 
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And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to Aaron and to his sons, 
that they separate themselves from the sacred items of the children of 
Israel, which they consecrate to Me, and that they not profane My holy 
name: I am the Lord. 

(Leviticus 22:1-2) 


When they go into the Tent of Meeting, they shall wash with water, that 
they not die; or when they come near to the altar to minister, to cause an 
offering made by fire to smoke unto the Lord. 

(Exodus 30:20) 


But if the sacrifice of his offering be a vow, or a gift offering, it shall be 
eaten on the day that he offers his sacrifice; and on the morrow that 
which remains of it may be eaten. But that which remains of the flesh of 
the sacrifice on the third day shall be burned with fire. And if any of the 
flesh of his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it shall not 
be accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who offers it; it shall be an 
abhorred thing [piggul], and the soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity. 


(Leviticus 7:16-18) 


After the discussion in Chapter One of disqualifications caused by improper desig- 
nation of an offering, this chapter discusses two other types of disqualification. The 
first type stems not from improper intent, but rather from the identity of the person 
performing the service or the manner in which one performs it. The second type 
consists of disqualifications caused by two specific improper intentions: Intent to 
consume or burn the offering beyond its designated time, and intent to do so outside 
its designated area. The primary objective of the Gemara in this chapter is to clarify 
the halakhot pertaining to these two types of disqualification and to identify the 
biblical sources for each. 


The latter category is not explicitly mentioned in the Torah, but the rabbinic tradi- 
tion identifies two passages in Leviticus collectively as the implicit source for both 
intent to consume or burn an offering outside its designated area and intent to do so 
beyond its designated time. Since disqualification through each of these intentions 
is derived from the same passage in the Torah, the halakhot pertaining to them are 
largely parallel. The primary difference between them is the severity of the conse- 
quences each intention incurs. Intent to sprinkle the blood on the altar, or to burn 
the offering’s sacrificial portions on the altar, or to eat the offering’s eaten portions, 
beyond the designated time for each act respectively, renders the offering piggul. Not 
only is such an offering disqualified, but one who consumes its meat is punished 
with excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. Intent to perform any of the above 
acts outside the offering’s designated area disqualifies the offering, but does not 
render it piggul. Unlike improper designation, these two intentions can disqualify 
any offering, and they therefore constitute one of the primary subjects of tractates 
Zevahim and Menahot. 


The ordering of the chapters is at first glance counterintuitive, since Chapter Three 
will resume the discussion of improper designation of an offering and is therefore 
more closely associated thematically with Chapter One than with this chapter. In fact, 
the chapters are organized in order of the offering’s procedure rather than themati- 
cally. Chapter One opens with a reference to the offering’s slaughter, while Chapters 
Two and Three open with references to the collection of the blood. 
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non-priest;" or a priest who was an acute mourner,"® 
whose relative has died and has not yet been buried; or one who 
was ritually impure who immersed that day™ and is waiting for 
nightfall for the purification process to be completed; or one who 
has not yet brought an atonement offering, 


MI S HN A With regard to all slaughtered offerings, if 


the one who collected their blood" was a 
i.e., one 


NHB e.g., a zav or leper 


after the seventh day of the purification process; ora priest lacking 
the requisite priestly vestments; or one who did not wash his 
hands and feet" from the water in the Basin prior to performing the 
Temple service; or an uncircumcised™ priest; or a ritually impure" 
priest; or ifthe one who collected the blood was sitting; or ifhe was 
standing not on the floor of the Temple but upon vessels," 

upon an animal, or upon the feet of another, he has disqualified 


the offering. 


jyaw 137 bps - bxinwa bap If he collected the blood with his left hand," he disqualified the 
won blood for offering. In this last case, Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 


NOTES 


Who collected their blood — p37 bapw: This halakha applies 
not only to the one who collects the blood but to one who 
performs any other sacrificial rite. The mishna is referring specifi- 
cally to collection of the blood since it is the first sacrificial rite 
hat must be performed by a fit priest (see 32a). 


One who immersed that day - Di’ Diay: In many cases of 
ritual impurity, the purification process involves two steps: The 
first is immersion in a ritual bath, and the second is arrival of 
nightfall of the day of the individual's immersion. During the 
period between immersion and nightfall, a certain measure of 
impurity remains. Consequently, in most cases, it is prohibited 
or one who immersed himself during the day to partake of 
offerings, or teruma if he is a priest. It is permitted for him to 
partake of second tithe. 


One who has not yet brought an atonement offering — 101m 
D155: In some cases of ritual impurity, e.g., the impurity con- 
tracted by a man who experiences a gonorrhea-like discharge 
[zav] or a leper, one must immerse in a ritual bath and bring 
an atonement offering the day after immersion in order to 
complete the purification process. If one has not yet brought his 


Non-priest — Y: Ifa non-priest, i.e., one who is not a descendant 
in the male line of Aaron the High Priest, performs sacrificial 
rites, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 9:1). 


Acute mourner — }2i8: If an acute mourner performs sacrificial 
rites, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 2:6-7). 


One who immersed that day - Di bap: If one who is ritually 
impure immerses and then performs sacrificial rites before 
nightfall, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 4:4). 


One who has not yet brought an atonement offering — emn 
m5: If one who has not yet brought an atonement offering 
to complete his purification performs sacrificial rites, the rites 
are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
4:5). 


Lacking vestments - wna mn: If a High Priest performs 
sacrificial rites wearing fewer than his eight requisite priestly 
vestments, or if an ordinary priest performs rites wearing fewer 
than his requisite four, he is considered to be lacking vestments, 
and the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:4). 


HALAKHA 


offering, even if he has already immersed and night has fallen, 
he disqualifies any offering for which he performs sacrificial rites. 
For most types of impurity, e.g., those resulting from contact 
with a human corpse or a carcass of a creeping animal, one is 
not required to bring an atonement offering, and in such cases 
one may perform sacrificial rites after immersing and waiting 
until nightfall. 


Uncircumcised — bay: According to Rashi, this is referring to 
a priest who could not be circumcised since it was deemed 
dangerous to his health. If he was uncircumcised by choice, he 
would be tantamount to an apostate and this, in and of itself, 
would disqualify him from performing the Temple service (see 
Tiferet Yisrael). According to Tosafot, the mishna is referring to 
one who was uncircumcised only due to fear of the pain it 
would cause. Such a person is not tantamount to an apostate. 
Most authorities rule in accordance with Rashi’s opinion. 


Standing upon vessels — ads ona by “niy: The floor of the 
Temple is sanctified, and all priests must stand directly on it 
when performing sacrificial rites (Rashi). 


Who did not wash his hands and feet - Day op ym bw: 
If a priest performs sacrificial rites without first washing his 
hands and feet, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:1). 


Uncircumcised — by: If one who is uncircumcised performs 
sacrificial rites, the rites are disqualified, even if he is a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:8). 


Ritually impure — xv: If a ritually impure priest performs 


sacrificial rites, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:1). 


Sitting, standing upon vessels, etc. - op Pe} by mny aw 
"D1: If one performs sacrificial rites while sitting, the rites are 
disqualified. Everyone participating in the Temple service mus 
be standing on the floor of the Temple. If anything interposes 
between his feet and the ground, e.g., if he was standing upon 
vessels, upon an animal, or upon the feet of another priest, al 
rites he performs are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 5:17). 


Collected the blood with his left hand — bxiawa bap: Al 
sacrificial rites must be performed with the right hand. If one 
performs such rites with his left hand, the rites are disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18). 


BACKGROUND 


Acute mourner — ji: The period of acute mourning is 
observed on the day of the death of one's spouse, father, 
mother, son, daughter, brother, or sister. The mourner is 
exempt from all positive mitzvot from the time of the death 
of the close relative until after the burial. At that point, or 
according to some opinions, the morning after the burial, 
his status changes from that of an acute mourner to that of 
a mourner. An ordinary priest is unfit to serve in the Temple 
while observing acute mourning. A High Priest serves in the 
Temple even when he is an acute mourner, and his service 
is valid. 


One who has not yet brought an atonement offering - 
Da3 Wm: This category includes a man who experi- 
enced a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], a leper, a woman 
who experienced an unexpected discharge of uterine blood 
[zava], and a woman after childbirth. There are five possible 
sets of offerings incumbent on one who lacks atonement: 
The purification process of a zav or zava includes bringing a 
pair of turtledoves or pigeons, one as a sin offering and one 
as a burnt offering. A wealthy leper brings lambs as a sin 
offering, a burnt offering, and a guilt offering. A poor leper 
brings a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, one as a sin offering 
and one as a burnt offering, and a lamb as a guilt offering. A 
wealthy woman after childbirth brings a bird as a sin offer- 
ing and a lamb as a burnt offering, whereas a poor woman 
brings a pair of turtledoves or pigeons, one as a sin offering 
and one as a burnt offering. 
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BACKGROUND 


Frontplate - yx: The frontplate of the High Priest was a plate 
of gold on which the words: “Sacred to the Lord” (Exodus 
28:36), were engraved. This plate was tied to the forehead 
of the High Priest, adjacent to where his hairline began. The 
frontplate was one of the eight priestly vestments that com- 
posed the raiment of the High Priest. It is one of the four 
vestments that are called the golden vestments. The High 
Priest would wear all eight vestments year round, except 
during part of the Yom Kippur service, when he would wear 
only the four white vestments that all priests wore. The Torah 
states that by wearing the frontplate on his forehead: “Aaron 
shall bear the sin committed with the sacred items, which the 
children of Israel shall consecrate, even all their sacred gifts” 
(Exodus 28:38). The Sages explain that the frontplate does not 
atone for all sins related to the offerings in the Temple service; 
with regard to some offerings, the Torah states explicitly that 
they are not accepted. Rather, the verse’s statement applies 
to specific cases of ritual impurity. 


Frontplate 


Perek II 
Daf16 Amuda 


NOTES 
A non-priest, who may not partake of the meat of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order - six iyxw N: A non-priest, 
unlike a blemished priest, may not eat meat from offerings of 
the most sacred order. Non-priests may partake of offerings 
of lesser sanctity. 
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X E M A From where do we derive that a non-priest 

who performs sacrificial rites disqualifies an 
offering? As Levi teaches: The verse states: “Speak to Aaron and 
to his sons, that they separate themselves from the sacred items 
of the children of Israel [benei Yisrael]” (Leviticus 22:2). Levi 
continues: “The children of Israel” serves to exclude what from 
the prohibition against sacrificing an offering in a state ofimpurity? 
If we say that it serves to exclude the offerings of women, and the 
verse states “benei” in the masculine to indicate sons but not daugh- 
ters, is it conceivable that an offering of women is sacrificed in a 
state of impurity? 


Rather, perhaps it serves to exclude offerings of gentiles. Now, if 
the frontplate® of the High Priest, which normally effects accep- 
tance for offerings of Jews sacrificed in a state of impurity, does not 
effect acceptance for the offerings of gentiles, as the Master said: 
And with regard to an offering of gentiles, whether it was offered 
in a state of impurity unintentionally or intentionally, it was not 
accepted; can it be, then, that such an offering is sacrificed in a state 
of impurity ab initio? 


Rather, this is what the verse is saying, i.e., it should be read in the 
following manner: That they separate themselves from the sacred 
items; the children of Israel, and that they not profane My holy 
name. That is, the verse states that they, the priests, must separate 
themselves from the sacred items when they are ritually impure, and 
that the children of Israel must separate themselves from perform- 
ing the sacrificial rites, so that they will not profane, i.e., disqualify, 
the offerings. 


A tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The halakha of 
a non-priest who performs the sacrificial rites is derived via an 
a fortiori inference from the case of a blemished priest: Just as 
with regard to a blemished priest, who may partake of the meat 
of offerings, if he performed sacrificial rites he has nevertheless 
desecrated the service, 


then with regard to a non-priest, who may not partake of the 
meat of offerings of the most sacred order," is it not right that if 
he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the service? 


The Gemara rejects the inference: One cannot draw an a fortiori 
inference from a blemished priest, as what is notable about the case 
of a blemished priest? It is notable in that the Torah rendered an 
animal that is sacrificed like the priest who sacrifices it, i.e., both 
blemished animals and blemished priests are disqualified. Since 
there is an added element of stringency with regard to the case ofa 
blemished priest, one cannot draw an a fortiori inference from it. 


The Gemara suggests: The case of an impure priest will prove that 
this is no reason to reject the a fortiori inference. While an animal 
and the priest are not equated with regard to ritual impurity, as 
an animal cannot become impure while alive but a priest can, an 
impure priest desecrates the service. The Gemara rejects this as well: 
What is notable about the case of an impure priest? It is notable 
in that an impure priest imparts impurity to others. 
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The Gemara responds: A blemished priest will prove that this is 
no reason to reject the inference, as he cannot impart his blemish 
to others. And the inference has reverted to its starting point. 
Therefore, one may derive the halakha of a non-priest from the 
combination of the case ofa blemished priest and that ofan impure 
priest: The aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that case, 
and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case. Their 
common element is that they are prohibited from performing 
sacrificial rites and if they performed these rites they have dese- 
crated the service. Therefore, I will also include a non-priest, who 
is prohibited from performing sacrificial rites, and conclude that 
ifhe performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the service. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that a non-priest is 
prohibited from performing sacrificial rites? If it is derived from 
the verse: “Speak to Aaron and to his sons, that they separate 
themselves from the sacred items of the children of Israel, and 
that they not profane My holy name” (Leviticus 22:2), then the 
a fortiori inference is unnecessary, since profanation itself is writ- 
ten in the verse. Rather, it must be that it is derived from the verse: 
“Keep the charge of the Tent of Meeting, whatever the service of 
the Tent may be; but a common man shall not draw close to you” 
(Numbers 18:4). 


The Gemara asks: Still, the a fortiori inference drawn from the cases 
ofa blemished priest and an impure priest can be refuted: What is 
notable about their common element? It is notable in that a blem- 
ished priest and an impure priest were not permitted to perform 
sacrificial rites on a private altar during times when there was no 
Temple or permanent Tabernacle. Since it was permitted for non- 
priests to perform rites on private altars, perhaps non-priests do not 
desecrate the sacrificial rites performed in the Temple. 


The Gemara responds: Do not say that the case of an impure priest 
will prove the a fortiori inference with the case of a blemished priest; 
rather, say that the case of an acute mourner will prove it, as it is 
prohibited for him to perform the service and, ifhe were to perform 
it, he would desecrate it. This, too, is rejected: What is notable about 
the case of an acute mourner? It is notable in that he is prohibited 
from partaking of second tithe," whereas a non-priest may partake 
of second tithe. The Gemara responds: A blemished priest will 
prove the inference, as he may partake of second tithe. 


And the inference has reverted to its starting point. The aspect 
of this case is not like the aspect of that case. Their common 
element is that they are prohibited from performing sacrificial 
rites ab initio, and they desecrate the service if they do so. Therefore, 
with regard to a non-priest, who is prohibited from performing 
sacrificial rites, if he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated 
the service. 


The Gemara asks: Here, too, let one refute the inference: What is 
notable about their common element? It is notable in that both 
an acute mourner and a blemished priest were not permitted to 
perform sacrificial rites on a private altar, unlike a non-priest. Rav 
Samma, son of Rava, objects to this: And who shall say to us that 
an acute mourner was prohibited from performing rites on a pri- 
vate altar? Perhaps it was permitted for him to perform the rites 
ona private altar. 


Rav Mesharshiyya says: The halakha that a non-priest desecrates 
the service is derived by an a fortiori inference from the case of a 
priest who performed sacrificial rites while sitting: Just as with 
regard to a priest who was sitting, who may partake of the meat of 
offerings, if he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the 
service, then with regard to a non-priest, who may not partake of 
the meat of offerings of the most sacred order, is it not right that 
if he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the service? 


NOTES 
Prohibited from partaking of second tithe - "Dx 
wyna: The verse states that one who separates tithes 
must declare: “I have not eaten thereof in my mourning” 
(Deuteronomy 26:14). The Sages teach that this is a refer- 
ence to acute mourning. 
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NOTES 


Is it written, etc. — 3) 23 "72: One need not infer 
from the verse that if an ordinary priest performs sac- 
rificial rites while in acute mourning he disqualifies 
those rites. The verse may simply counter the notion 
that the High Priest, due to his special status, would 
disqualify rites he performs while an acute mourner 
(Rashi). According to the Ramban, the verse can be 
understood as a warning that if a High Priest in acute 
mourning interrupts the service, he disqualifies it, 
not as a reassurance that he will not disqualify it by 
continuing. If so, one need not infer that ordinary 
priests in acute mourning disqualify the service by 
continuing it. 
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The Gemara rejects this: What is notable about the case of a sitting 
priest? It is notable in that one who sits is disqualified from bearing 
witness, as witnesses must stand when testifying. Since there is an 
added aspect of stringency with regard to the case of a sitting priest, 
one cannot derive the halakha with regard to a non-priest from it. 
The Gemara responds: Learn instead from the halakha of a sitting 
Torah scholar, as the court may allow a Torah scholar to sit while 
testifying. 


The Gemara challenges: Still, one cannot derive the halakha from this, 
as what is notable about the category of a sitting priest? It is notable 
in that generally speaking, one who sits is disqualified from bearing 
witness, even though there are exceptions. The Gemara responds: The 
category of a sitting priest cannot refute the derivation. One can 
refute a derivation only from concrete cases, not general concepts. 
And even if you say it can refute the derivation, the halakha with 
regard to a non-priest can be derived from the case of a sitting priest 
and from one of those other cases, i.e., a blemished priest, an impure 
priest, or an acute mourner, all of whom may testify. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that one who is 
sitting is fit to perform sacrificial rites on a private altar? Ifhe is not, 
one can refute the common element in the same manner as above. The 
Gemara responds: The verse states: “The Lord separated the tribe of 
Levi to bear the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord, to stand before the 
Lord to minister to Him” (Deuteronomy 10:8). The verse indicates 
that the sacrificial rites must be performed while standing only before 
the Lord, i.e., in the Temple, where the Divine Presence resides, and 
not before a private altar, which is a mere place of worship. 


§ The mishna teaches that rites performed by an acute mourner 
are disqualified. The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this? As 
it is written with regard to a High Priest who is an acute mourner: 
“And he shall not leave the Sanctuary, and he will not profane the 
Sanctuary of his God” (Leviticus 21:12). One can infer: But any other 
ordinary priest who did not leave the Sanctuary while he was an 
acute mourner and continued to perform the service has desecrated 
the rites he performed. 


Rabbi Elazar says: One can derive it from here instead: When Moses 
asked Aaron why the sin offering that was sacrificed on the day that 
Nadav and Avihu died was burned and not eaten, he suspected that 
Aaron’s other sons, Eleazar and Itamar, had sacrificed the sin offering 
while acute mourners, which disqualified it and forced them to burn 
it. Aaron responded to Moses: “This day have they offered their sin 
offering?” (Leviticus 10:19). Rather, I offered it. As High Priest, I do 
not desecrate the Temple service even when I am an acute mourner; 
I burned it only because, as acute mourners, my sons and I are prohib- 
ited from partaking of the meat. Rabbi Elazar continues: By inference, 
one can derive that if they had offered the sin offering they would 
have disqualified it, and it would have been proper that it was burned. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that Rabbi Elazar does 
not say that this halakha is derived from the verse: “And he shall not 
leave the Sanctuary”? The Gemara responds: He could have said 
to you: Is it written:" But any other ordinary priest that did not leave 
the Sanctuary has desecrated the rites he performed? It is only an 
inference, and so it is not conclusive. 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who derives it from the verse: 

“And he shall not leave the Sanctuary,” what is the reason that he did 
not say to derive it from the verse: “This day have they offered their 
sin offering?” The Gemara responds: He holds that the sin offering 
was burned because it became ritually impure, not because Aaron 
and his sons were acute mourners. 


A tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The halakha is 
derived by an a fortiori inference from the case ofa blemished priest: 
And just as 
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with regard to a blemished priest, who may partake of the meat 
of offerings, if he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated 
the service, then with regard to an acute mourner, who may 
not partake of the meat of offerings, is it not right that if he 
performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the service? 


The Gemara rejects the inference: One cannot derive this halakha 
from the case of a blemished priest, as what is notable about a 
blemished priest? It is notable in that the Torah rendered animals 
that are sacrificed like the priests who sacrifice them. Since this 
stringency does not exist with regard to acute mourning, perhaps 
an acute mourner may perform sacrificial rites as well. 


The Gemara responds: The case of a non-priest will prove that 
this is no reason to reject the a fortiori inference, since there is no 
equivalence between priest and sacrifice in this regard, yet a non- 
priest desecrates the service. The Gemara rejects this as well: One 
cannot cite a proof from the case ofa non-priest, as what is notable 
about the case of a non-priest? It is notable in that he has no 
remedy, i.e., a non-priest may never perform the sacrificial rites. 
By contrast, an acute mourner will eventually become permitted 
to perform the service. 


The Gemara responds: A blemished priest will prove that this is 
no reason to reject the inference, as even though the priest may 
perform the service if the blemish is healed, he desecrates the 
service so long as he remains blemished. And the inference has 
reverted to its starting point. Therefore, one learns the halakha 
from the combination of the cases of a blemished priest and a 
non-priest: The aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that 
case, and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case. 
Their common element is that they are prohibited from per- 
forming sacrificial rites, and if they performed such rites they 
have desecrated the service. Therefore, I will also include an 
acute mourner, who is prohibited from performing sacrificial 
rites, and conclude that if he performed sacrificial rites he has 
desecrated the service. 


The Gemara clarifies: Where is an acute mourner prohibited from 

performing sacrificial rites, as asserted in the inference? If we say 

that it is derived from the verse: “And he shall not leave the 

Sanctuary, and he will not profane the Sanctuary of his God” 
(Leviticus 21:12), then the above a fortiori inference is unnecessary, 
since profanation itself is written in the verse. Rather, it must be 

that it is derived from the verse: “This day have they offered" their 

sin offering?” (Leviticus 10:19), and this tanna holds that the sin 

offering brought by Aaron was burned because Aaron and his 

sons were in acute mourning. 


The Gemara challenges: The inference from the common element 
of the cases ofa blemished priest and a non-priest can be refuted: 
What is notable about their common element? It is notable in 
that there are no circumstances in which its general prohibition 
was permitted. There is an exception to the prohibition against 
an acute mourner performing the Temple service, namely the 
High Priest, who may perform the sacrificial rites while an acute 
mourner. 


The Gemara responds: The case of an impure priest will 
prove that this is no reason to reject the inference, as there is 
an exception to the prohibition against performing the service 
while impure, namely that the prohibition against performing 
the Temple service in a state of impurity is permitted in cases 
involving the public, yet an impure priest desecrates the service. 


NOTES 

Acute mourner, who may not partake of the meat of 
offerings -53i PW pix: According to Rashi, this prohibi- 
tion is derived from the declaration of one who separates 
tithes: “| have not eaten thereof in my mourning” (Deuter- 
onomy 26:14). If an acute mourner may not eat tithes, 
a fortiori he may not eat the meat of offerings, which bears 
even greater sanctity. 


From the verse: This day have they offered, etc. - (ma 
"131 12977: The Gemara understands this derivation as 
indicating that an acute mourner may not perform rites 
ab initio, but not necessarily that rites they perform are dis- 
qualified. The offering may have been burned because, as 
acute mourners, Aaron and his sons were not permitted to 
eat of its meat, not because the offering was disqualified 
(Rashi). 
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NOTES 


The category of impurity, at least, is permitted - 
KTN KPA TRW OW: Communal offerings may 

be sacrificed in a state of ritual impurity if necessary 

(see Pesahim 77a). This applies even to individual offer- 
ings that must be offered at set times, e.g., the Paschal 

offering or the High Priest's griddle-cake offering (see 

Menahot 50a). 


HALAKHA 

With regard to a communal offering — 1a% 27/73: 
If an ordinary priest hears of the death of an imme- 
diate relative while serving in the Temple, he is not 
required to leave the Temple, but he may not parti- 
cipate in the service in a state of acute mourning. 
If he performed rites in this state they are disqualified, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava bar Ahilai 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6). 


LANGUAGE 
Ordinary [hedyot] — bit: From the Greek iStwtns, 
idiotés, denoting a simple person with no title. In the 
Talmud this word is used to denote ordinary priests 
as opposed to the High Priest, a common citizen as 
opposed to a king, or property of an individual as 
opposed to that of the Temple treasury. 
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The Gemara asks: What is notable about the case of an impure priest? 
It is notable in that he imparts impurity to others. Perhaps it is 
only for this reason that an impure priest desecrates the service. The 
Gemara responds: Those other cases, i.e., a blemished priest and a 
non-priest, will prove that this does not reject the inference, since 
they do not impart their status to others. And the inference has 
reverted to its starting point. Therefore, one can derive the halakha 
from the combination of the cases of an impure priest, a blemished 
priest, and a non-priest: The aspect of this case is not like the aspect 
of that case; their common element is that they are prohibited 
from performing sacrificial rites and they desecrate the service. There- 
fore, I will also conclude that since an acute mourner is prohibited 
from performing sacrificial rites, he desecrates the service. 


The Gemara asks: But let one refute this as well: What is notable 
about their common element? It is notable in that its general pro- 
hibition was not permitted, even in the case of a High Priest per- 
forming rites for an individual’s offering. By contrast, a High Priest 
in acute mourning may perform rites even for individual offerings. 
The Gemara responds: The category of impurity, at least, is permit- 
ted" in the case of communal offerings. Therefore, one cannot claim 
that an impure priest, a non-priest, and a blemished priest all share 
a lack of exemptions. 


Rav Mesharshiyya says: The halakha with regard to an acute mourner 
is derived by a fortiori inference from the case ofa sitting priest: And 
just as with regard to a sitting priest, who may partake of the meat 
of offerings, if he performed sacrificial rites he has desecrated the 
service, then with regard to an acute mourner, who may not partake 
of the meat of offerings, is it not right that ifhe performed sacrificial 
rites he has desecrated the service? 


The Gemara rejects this: What is notable about the case of a sitting 
priest? It is notable in that one who sits is disqualified from bear- 
ing witness, as witnesses must stand when testifying. The Gemara 
responds: Learn instead from the halakha of a sitting Torah scholar, 
as the court may allow a Torah scholar to sit while testifying. 


The Gemara challenges: Still, one cannot derive from this, as what is 
notable about the category of a sitting priest? It is notable in that 
generally speaking, one who sits is disqualified from bearing witness, 
even though there are exceptions. The Gemara responds: The cate- 
gory ofa sitting priest cannot refute the derivation. One can refute 
a derivation only from concrete cases, not general concepts. And even 
if you say it can refute the derivation, the halakha with regard to a 
non-priest can be derived from the case of a sitting priest and from 
one of those other cases, i.e., a non-priest, an impure priest, or a 
blemished priest, through their common element. 


§ The mishna teaches that if an acute mourner collects the blood 
of an offering, the offering is disqualified. Rava says: They taught 
this only with regard to an individual’s offering. But with regard 
to a communal offering," a rite performed by an acute mourner does 
effect acceptance. One can derive this by a fortiori inference from 
ritual impurity. 


Just as the prohibition against performing rites in a state of ritual 
impurity, whose general prohibition was not permitted in the case 
of a High Priest performing rites for an individual’s offering, as no 
individual offering may be sacrificed in a state of impurity, was never- 
theless permitted in the case of an ordinary [hedyot]' priest perform- 
ing rites for a communal offering, as communal offerings may be 
sacrificed by an impure priest when necessary; then so too, with 
regard to the prohibition against performing rites while in a period 
of acute mourning, whose general prohibition was permitted in 
the case of a High Priest performing rites for an individual's offering, 
as the High Priest may perform all rites while an acute mourner, is 
it not right that this prohibition was permitted in the case of an 
ordinary priest performing rites for a communal offering? 
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Rava bar Ahilai objects to this: On the contrary, if such an infer- 
ence can be made, then perhaps one can make the following 
mistaken inference: The performance of rites in a state of acute 
mourning should not be permitted in the case of a High Priest 
performing rites for an individual’s offering, by a fortiori infer- 
ence: And just as the prohibition against performing rites in a state 
of ritual impurity, whose general prohibition was permitted in 
the case of an ordinary priest performing rites for a communal 
offering, was not permitted in the case of a High Priest perform- 
ing rites for an individual’s offering; then so too, with regard to 
the prohibition against performing the rites during a period of 
acute mourning, whose general prohibition was not permitted 
in the case of an ordinary priest performing rites for a communal 
offering, is it not right that this prohibition should not be permit- 
ted in the case of a High Priest performing rites for an individual's 
offering? 


And similarly, one may claim: The performance of rites in a state 
of ritual impurity should be permitted in the case of a High 
Priest performing rites for an individual’s offering, by a fortiori 
inference: And just as the prohibition against performing rites in 
a state of acute mourning, whose general prohibition was not 
permitted in the case of an ordinary priest performing rites for a 
communal offering, still was permitted in the case of a High 
Priest performing rites for an individual’s offering; then so too, 
with regard to the prohibition against performing the rites in a state 
of ritual impurity, whose general prohibition was permitted in 
the case of an ordinary priest performing rites for a communal 
offering, is it not right that this prohibition was permitted in 
the case of a High Priest performing rites for an individual’s 
offering? 


And similarly, one may claim: The performance of rites in a state 
of ritual impurity should not be permitted in the case of an 
ordinary priest performing rites for a communal offering, by 
a fortiori inference: And just as the prohibition against performing 
rites in a state of acute mourning, whose general prohibition was 
permitted in the case of a High Priest performing rites for an 
individual’s offering, still was not permitted in the case of an 
ordinary priest performing rites for a communal offering; then 
so too, with regard to the prohibition against performing the rites 
in a state of ritual impurity, whose general prohibition was not 
permitted in the case of a High Priest performing rites for an 
individual offering, is it not right that this prohibition should 
not be permitted in the case of an ordinary priest performing 
rites for a communal offering? 


The Gemara provides a mnemonic for recalling the above rejec- 
tions of Rava bar Ahilai: And should not be permitted, and 
should not be permitted, acute mourning, and ritual impurity, 
ritual impurity, individual, and individual, communal. 


Rather, one can derive this way’ and one can derive that way. 
Since these derivations contradict one another, each and every 
halakha shall stand in its place and not modify the other by 
a fortiori inference. 


One can derive [/emifrakh] this way, etc. — 131937 spond ND: 
The word lemifrakh usually denotes a refutation of a suggested 
inference. Here, and in some other instances, it denotes derivation 
by a fortiori inference. The Gemara means that since here one can 


NOTES 
formulate a fortiori inferences that contradict each other, none 
can be considered sound. The prohibitions against service in 
acute mourning and in a state of impurity must therefore stand 
alone and not modify each other. 
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NOTES 


Allusion to a priest who immersed that day, etc. - Dauh 1 
"131 D1: In most cases, the term allusion is a reference to inconclu- 
sive evidence from a verse concerning a halakha whose actual 
force is by rabbinic law. The Ramban writes that sometimes 
the word may be a reference to a real proof from a verse, in 
which case the halakha has the status of Torah law. 


An impure priest and one who immersed that day and one 
who has not yet brought an atonement offering -ha xay 
Da3 WAN Os: These three cases all share an aspect of impu- 
rity. One who is impure can impart his impurity to other people, 
vessels, or food. One who was impure but immersed that day 
has second-degree ritual impurity, and while he does not impart 
impurity to non-sacred food, he disqualifies teruma and offerings 
by contact with them. One who has immersed but has not yet 
brought the necessary atonement offering disqualifies offerings 
but not teruma. 


BACKGROUND 


One who creates a bald spot — nmp mip: The Torah prohibits 
tearing out one’s hair as an act of mourning (see Leviticus 21:5). 
If violation of this prohibition is witnessed and the perpetrator 
was warned beforehand, lashes are administered for each act 
of tearing that results in a bean-sized exposure of the scalp. 


One who destroys his beard — j} nxa mma: The Torah pro- 
hibits shaving the edges of one’s beard with a razor (see Leviticus 
19:27, 21:5). There are five places on one's face that may not be 
shaved with a blade: The upper and lower cheek on each side 
of the face, and the chin. 
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§ The mishna teaches that sacrificial rites performed by one who 
immersed that day are disqualified. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this halakha? The Gemara answers: It is 
derived as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Simai says: From 
where in the Torah is the allusion with regard to a priest who 
immersed that day," that if he performed the Temple service 
he desecrated that service? It is derived from a verse, as the 
verse states: “They shall be sacred to their God and they shall 
not desecrate the name of their God” (Leviticus 21:6). 


If this verse is not written with regard to the matter of an impure 
priest who performed the Temple service, as that halakha is 
derived for us from the verse: “That they separate themselves 
from the sacred items of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 22:2), 
then apply it to the matter of a priest who immersed that day 
who performed the Temple service. Although he is no longer 
impure in every sense, the priest remains impure in the sense 
that he is prohibited from partaking of teruma and sacrificial 
food, and from entering the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: Why must the verse be applied to the matter 
of one who immersed that day? Say that one should apply it to 
the matter of one who creates a bald spot® upon his head or 
to the matter of one who destroys his beard,’ as these matters 
are discussed in the preceding verse. 


The Gemara responds: This verse is already used to indicate 
another halakha relating to one who immersed that day: From 
where do we derive that if one who immersed that day per- 
formed sacrificial rites, he is liable to receive the punishment of 
death at the hand of Heaven? As it is derived by verbal analogy 
between profanation mentioned in this context and profana- 
tion from teruma, as the verse states in this context: “And not 
profane the name of their God” (Leviticus 21:6), and the verse 
states with regard to teruma: “Lest they bear sin for it, and die 
therein, if they profane it” (Leviticus 22:9). It can be inferred 
from this verbal analogy that one who disqualifies teruma, 
i.e., one who immersed that day, profanes the Temple service, 
and one who does not disqualify teruma, i.e., one who creates 
a bald spot or one who destroys his beard, does not profane 
the service. 


§ Rabba said: Why do I need that which the Merciful One 
wrote, i.e., that an impure priest, and one who immersed 
that day, and one who has not yet brought an atonement offer- 
ing" all disqualify the rites they perform? Wouldn't it have been 
enough to teach the halakha in only one case? 


Rabba explains: All three are necessary, as in each case there is 

a stringency not present in the others. Therefore, had the Merci- 
ful One written only that an impure priest desecrates the service, 
one might say that this is because he imparts impurity to others, 
and since the other two cases do not, one cannot derive them 

from the case of an impure priest. And had the Merciful One 

written the halakha only with regard to one who immersed that 

day, then the case of one who has not yet brought an atonement 

offering could not be derived from it, since the former is unfit 

to partake of teruma while the latter is not. And had the Merciful 

One written the halakha only with regard to one who has not 

yet brought an atonement offering, then the case of one who 

immersed that day could not be derived from it, since only 
the former has not yet performed a necessary action, while one 

who immersed that day must simply wait for nightfall in order 
to become fully pure. 


The Gemara asks: Still, why are all three necessary? Granted, 
from one of these cases the other two cannot be derived, but 
let one be derived from the other two. 
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The Gemara asks: Which of the three should the Merciful One not 
write? If one suggests: Let the Merciful One not write the halakha 
with regard to one who has not yet brought an atonement offering 
and derive it from these other two, an impure priest and one who 
immersed that day, one can reply: What is notable about these? They 
are notable in that they are unfit to partake of teruma. Since one who 
has not yet brought an atonement offering may partake of teruma, 
perhaps he does not disqualify rites he performs. 


Rather, say: Let the Merciful One not write the halakha with regard 
to one who immersed that day and derive it from these other two, 
an impure priest and one who has not yet brought an atonement 
offering. As, what can you say to refute this? One cannot reply: What 
is notable about these; they are notable since they have not yet 
performed a necessary action, because ultimately their impurity, i.e., 
the impurity of one who has not yet brought an atonement offering, 
is weak" when compared to one who immersed that day, and rela- 
tively speaking, one who has not yet brought an atonement offering 
is not considered to be lacking the performance of an action. 


The Gemara responds: Rabba holds that a man who experiences a 

gonorrhea-like discharge [zav]" who has not yet brought an atone- 
ment offering" is still considered to have the impure status of a zav." 

The impurity of one who has immersed but has not yet brought an 

atonement offering is therefore considered stronger than that of one 

who immersed that day but requires no atonement. 


BACKGROUND 


Zav - 3t: The term zav refers to a man suffering from a gonorrhea- 
ike condition. The halakhot relating to the severe ritual impurity 
caused by this condition are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus 15:1-15) 
and in tractate Zavim. One becomes ritually impure as a zav due 
o the secretion of a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. A 
man who experiences a discharge of this kind on one occasion 
becomes ritually impure for one day, like a man who has emitted 
semen. If he experiences a second discharge on the same day or 
he following day, or a prolonged initial discharge, he contracts 
he more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts seven days. 
f he experiences a third discharge within the next day, he is 


A zav who has not yet brought an atonement offering - emn 
art wa: It is prohibited for a zav to enter the Temple courtyard. 
If a zav who has immersed but not yet brought an atonement 
offering to complete his purification process enters the Temple 
courtyard, he is not liable to receive lashes by Torah law, but he 
receives lashes for rebelliousness. In this the Rambam rules in 
accordance with the opinion that a zav who has not yet brought an 


A zav who has not yet brought an atonement offering is still 
considered a zav — %3% 33 Att O53 Awana: Rashi explains that 
this principle also applies to a leper who has immersed but has not 
yet brought an atonement offering. Although one has immersed 
and night has fallen, so long as one has not yet brought the neces- 
sary atonement offering he retains his previous impure status in 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


obligated to bring a pair of doves, one for a sin offering and one 
for a burnt offering, as part of his purification process. Not only 
does the man himself become ritually impure, but he imparts 
ritual impurity through contact with vessels or people, moving 
or being moved by them, lying or sitting on them, or through the 
medium of a large stone that he lies on while it is positioned over 
them. His bodily fluids, i.e., his spittle, urine, and semen, impart 
ritual impurity, and any item on which he sits or lies becomes 
a primary source of ritual impurity and can itself impart ritual 
impurity to other items. 


atonement offering is not considered a full-fledged zav, since one 
finds elsewhere that this is the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Mahari 
Kurkus). According to the Ra'avad, however, a zav who has not yet 
brought an atonement offering who enters the Temple courtyard 
is liable to receive the punishment of karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:9 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:14). 


certain respects. For example, one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering transmits impurity to offerings and is liable 
to receive the punishment of excision from the World-to-Come 
[karet] for entering the Temple or eating offerings, as though he 
were still impure (see Josafot). 


NOTES 

Ultimately their impurity is weak - xwop io FID 
paw ab: According to Rashi, this can be referring 
only to one who has not yet brought an atonement 
offering. Since night has already fallen following his 
immersion, his impurity is weaker than one who 
immersed that day. An impure priest has not yet 
immersed, and his impurity must be stronger than 
one who has already immersed. Still, since at least one 
of the two cases has weaker impurity than one who 
has immersed that day, one cannot claim that both 
share a stringent aspect that the third case lacks. See 
Shita Mekubbetzet for a discussion concerning how this 
statement of the Gemara accords with the previous 
statement that one who has not yet brought an atone- 
ment offering is considered to be lacking an action. 
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HALAKHA 
If an acute mourner or one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering burned the red heifer - pix 79w 
Da3 WMA: If an acute mourner or one who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering burned the red heifer, 
it is fit, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:14). 


One who immersed that day is fit to participate in the 
rite of the red heifer - ma Wwavw ot Diay: One who 
immersed that day is fit to participate in the rite of the 
red heifer and the preparation and sprinkling of the water 
of purification (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 
1:13). 


If an acute mourner or one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering burned the red heifer, etc. — pix maw 
13) Da Wm: According to Rashi, the red heifer is not 
considered a true offering, and therefore standard restrictions 
on the Temple service do not apply to it. According to Tosafot, 
the language of the Torah and various aspects of the rite of the 
red heifer indicate that it is a true offering. Standard restric- 
tions do not apply to it only because the Torah itself issued a 
special dispensation to permit one who immersed that day to 
participate in the rite. One infers a fortiori that acute mourners 
and those who have not yet brought atonement offerings may 
also participate in the rite. 


Any state of impurity mentioned in the entire Torah — AX 
aa ANAT bon: This includes all those who immersed that 
day, no matter the original source of their impurity. It also 
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NOTES 


The Gemara notes: And the matter of whether a zav who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering is still considered a zav is a 
dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: If an acute 
mourner or one who has not yet brought an atonement offering 
burned the red heifer," it is fit. Yosef the Babylonian says: If an 
acute mourner burned it, it is fit, but if one who has not yet 
brought an atonement offering burned it, it is disqualified. What, 
is it not that they disagree with regard to this: One Sage, Yosef 
the Babylonian, holds that a zav who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering is considered a full-fledged zav and therefore 
disqualifies the red heifer, and one Sage, the first tanna, holds that 
a zav who has not yet brought an atonement offering is not con- 
sidered a zav, but is instead considered like one who immersed 
that day, who is fit to burn the red heifer? 


The Gemara responds: No, everyone agrees that he is considered 
a zav, and here the tanna’im disagree with regard to this matter, 
as it is written with regard to the rite of the red heifer: “And the 
pure person shall sprinkle” the water of purification (Numbers 
19:19). The preceding verse already states that the one performing 
the service must be ritually pure. Therefore, by stating “pure” this 
verse emphasizes that he needs be pure enough only to perform 
the rite of the red heifer specifically. By inference, one derives that 
he may be impure in some way that disqualifies him for other rites. 
This teaches that one who immersed that day is fit to participate 
in the rite of the red heifer." 


The tanna’im disagree as to the extent of this halakha: One Sage, 
the first tanna, holds that it is referring to any state of impurity 
mentioned in the entire Torah," i.e., anyone who immersed that 
day due to any impurity may participate in the rite of the red heifer. 
And one Sage, Yosef the Babylonian, holds that it is referring 
specifically to one who was in the state of impurity mentioned 
in this passage, i.e., impurity contracted from a corpse, which the 
red heifer purifies. 


Therefore, according to Yosef the Babylonian, with regard to an 
acute mourner" and one who immersed that day after becoming 
impure due to contact with the carcass of a creeping animal, 
since they are treated more leniently, they are derived a fortiori 
from the case of one who immersed that day to remove impurity 
contracted from a corpse, and they are fit to participate in the 
rite of the red heifer. But with regard to a zav who has not yet 
brought an atonement offering, who is treated more stringently, 
since his impurity emerges onto him from his body’ rather than 
being imparted from without, one does not derive that he is fit 
to participate in the rite of the red heifer. 


includes a zav or a leper who has already immersed but still 
requires an atonement offering to complete their purification 
process. 


Therefore an acute mourner, etc. — ^3) j2iX pon: The cases 
of an acute mourner and of one who came into contact with 
the carcass of a creeping animal are treated more leniently 
than the case of one who came into contact with a corpse, 
who requires a week-long purification process. If the latter is 
permitted to participate in the rite of the red heifer, the former 
two certainly may as well. One who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering to complete his purification process is 
treated more stringently in that he must still perform a given 
action. Therefore, one cannot infer that he too is permitted to 
participate in the rite of the red heifer. 

The reference to an acute mourner is difficult to understand, 


since acute mourning is not a stage in the purification process 
and cannot be rightly considered stringent or lenient in com- 
parison to one who immersed that day or has not yet brought 
an atonement offering. Rashi’s version of the text omits this 
reference altogether. 


Impurity emerges onto him from his body — mixx inxaw 
jou voy: Most types of impurity mentioned in the Torah are 
imparted from without, e.g., those imparted by another impure 
person or object, corpse, animal carcass, or dead creeping ani- 
mal. The impurities of a zav and leper are unique among the 
cases discussed here in that they originate in the body of the 
individual, who becomes impure when the symptoms of his 
condition emerge onto the surface of his body. Therefore, these 
two impurities require the added step of an atonement offering 
to complete the purification process. 
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§ The mishna teaches that a priest lacking the requisite priestly 
vestments disqualifies the rites he performs. The Gemara asks: 
From where do we derive this? Rabbi Avuh says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says, and some determined it to be stated" in the name 
of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon: As the verse states: “And 
you shall gird them with belts, Aaron and his sons, and bind 
mitres on them; and they shall have the priesthood by a per- 
petual statute” (Exodus 29:9). The verse indicates that when their 
vestments are on them," their priesthood is upon them, but if 
their vestments are not on them, their priesthood is not upon 
them and their rites are disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But is this halakha derived from here? It is 

derived from there, as it is taught in a baraita: From where is it 

derived that if those who drank wine performed sacrificial rites" 

they have desecrated the service? The verse states with regard 

to the priests: “Drink no wine or strong drink, you, nor your 

sons with you, when you go into the Tent of Meeting, so that you 

not die; it shall be a statute forever throughout your generations. 
That you may put difference between the holy and the common” 
(Leviticus 10:9-10). The baraita continues: With regard to one 

lacking the requisite vestments and one whose hands and feet 

are not washed, from where is it derived that their rites are 

disqualified as well? 


The verse states “statute” with regard to those who drank wine, 
and it likewise states “statute” with regard to the priestly vest- 
ments (Exodus 28:43) and with regard to the washing of the hands 
and feet (Exodus 30:21). One therefore derives by verbal analogy 
that the halakha in all three cases is the same. If so, there is already 
a source for the halakha that one who lacks the requisite priestly 
vestments disqualifies the service. 


The Gemara responds: If one derived the halakha only from there, 
I would say: This matter, i.e., that the rites of one who lacks the 
requisite vestments are disqualified, applies only to a rite for 
which a non-priest is liable" to receive the punishment of death 
at the hand of Heaven, since that is the topic of the passage discuss- 
ing those who drank wine. But with regard to a rite for which a 
non-priest is not liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven, I 
will say that they are not subject to this halakha. Therefore, the 
verse (Exodus 29:9) teaches us that the halakha applies to all rites. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha that one 
lacking the requisite vestments disqualifies all rites, even those 
for which a non-priest is not liable to receive the punishment of 
death at the hand of Heaven; from where do we derive that the 
halakha is the same for those who drank wine, as the passage in 
Leviticus (10:9-10) addresses only rites for which a non-priest 
receives the death penalty? The Gemara responds: It is derived 
by verbal analogy between the word “statute” used there and 
the word “statute” from the verses discussing one lacking the 
requisite vestments. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the tanna of the aforementioned 
baraita derive that the rites of those who drank wine are disquali- 
fied from the verse: “That you may put difference between the 
holy and the common” (Leviticus 10:10), and not by verbal anal- 
ogy to a priest lacking the requisite vestments? The Gemara 
responds: “That you may put difference between the holy and the 
common’ is the source of this halakha only before the verbal 
analogy stands. Once the verbal analogy is derived, it is the source 
of the halakha with regard to those who drank wine as well. 


NOTES 


And some determined it to be stated - 73 1121: 
This phrase denotes an extension of the statement's 
attribution, i.e., that Rabbi Yohanan did not himself 
formulate the statement but rather transmitted it in 
the name of a tanna who lived earlier. 


HALAKHA 


When their vestments are on them, etc. - p93 
3) opw om naw: If the High Priest performs sacrifi- 
cial rites wearing fewer than his eight requisite priestly 
vestments, or if an ordinary priest does so wearing 
fewer than his requisite four, he is considered to be 
lacking vestments and his rites are disqualified. He is 
liable to receive the punishment of death at the hand 
of Heaven, like a non-priest who performed sacrificial 
rites (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
10:4). 


If those who drank wine performed sacrificial rites — 
‘Tay ogw anw: A priest who has drunk a quarter-log 

of wine at once may not enter the Temple past the 

place of the altar. If he did so and performed sacrificial 

rites, the rites are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:1). 


NOTES 


Rite for which a non-priest is liable, etc. - Wt mTiay 
^3) aM: The verse that discusses those who drank 
wine also states: “That you not die” indicating that the 
passage applies only to rites that incur death at the 
hand of Heaven if one performed them after drinking 
wine. The scope of applicability of the death penalty 
or service by anyone unfit is derived from the case 
of service by a non-priest, who, although prohibited 
rom performing all rites, incurs the death penalty for 
performing only one of the following four: Sprinkling 
he blood, burning the offering on the altar, pouring 
ibations of wine, and pouring libations of water on 
Sukkot. These rites are treated especially stringently 
because they involve application of the offering to the 
altar and are the final stages of the sacrificial service 
(Rashi; see Yoma 24a). 
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HALAKHA 


Would not place an interpreter before him, etc. - xb 
na by NON Di: Just as a priest may not enter 
the Temple. under the influence of alcohol, so too no 
one, priest or non-priest, may issue halakhic rulings 
while drunk, in accordance with the verse: “And that 
you may teach the children of Israel” (Leviticus 10:11). 
Despite this, one is permitted to issue rulings on mat- 
ters that are stated explicitly in the Torah, or teach Torah 
generally, including halakhot, as long as he does not 
issue practical rulings. If one is a recognized halakhic 
authority, he may not teach Torah generally while drunk, 
since his statements are regarded as halakhic rulings, in 
accordance with the practice of Rav and the Gemara in 
tractate Karetot 13b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 1:3-4; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 242:13 
and in the comment of Rema, and Hoshen Mishpat 7:5 
and commentaries there). 


High Priest who wore the vestments of an ordinary 
priest — vista naa wabw bita jaa: If the High Priest 
performed the Temple service wearing fewer than his 
eight requisite vestments, it is considered as though 
a non-priest had performed the service. He is liable to 
receive the punishment of death at the hand of Heaven, 
and the rites he performed are disqualified. So too with 
regard to an ordinary priest who performed the service 
wearing extra vestments, e.g., if he wore the eight vest- 
ments of the High Priest; his rites are disqualified and he 
liable to die at the hand of Heaven, in accordance with 
the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:4-5). 


Two pairs of trousers, etc. — 3) DDD 3: If a priest 
wore extra garments, e.g., two tunics or two belts, and 
performed sacrificial rites, he desecrated the service 
and is liable to die at the hand of Heaven (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:5). 


NOTES 


If one derived the halakha only from there, etc. - 
^3) DN x: Here, in a departure from the Gemara’s 
normal usage, the word: There, is referring to the source 
that is the primary subject of discussion, Exodus 29:9, 
rather than the source raised in contradistinction, Leviti- 
cus 1:7. The Gemara explains why the former verse alone 
would be insufficient. It goes without saying that the 
latter verse alone would be insufficient, as Exodus 29:9 
is necessary to teach that priesthood only fully inheres 
while the priest is wearing the requisite vestments 
(Rashi). 


Service that is not indispensable for atonement — 
T xIW xt May: Putting fire on the altar is not 
indispensable for effecting atonement because there 
is always a heavenly fire on the altar (Rashi). 


Raised up — pron: This is referring to a case where 
he vestments were positioned higher on the body 
han appropriate. Rashi indicates that the vestments 
must properly reach the ground, but according to the 
Rambam they must only reach the heel. Some suggest 
hat according to both Rashi and the Rambam the vest- 
ments should ordinarily reach the ground, but it is to be 
expected that at times they will be slightly raised; still, 
hey should not rise above the level of the heel ab initio 
(Hiddushei Batra). 


His service is valid - nywa intiay: The vestments must 
be exactly fitted to the priest ab initio (see Pesahim 65b). 
f one serves in poorly fitted vestments, the service is 
valid after the fact. 


LANGUAGE 
Raised up [mesulakin] - ppdipn: The root samekh, 
lamed, kuf is used here in its Aramaic sense to denote 
rising or raising. 
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The Gemara challenges: But doesn’t the tanna of the baraita derive 
the halakha with regard to one lacking the requisite vestments itself 
from the case of those who drank wine? The Gemara responds: 
Actually, the disqualification of rites performed by one who drank 
wine is derived from the case of one lacking vestments. And this is 
what the tanna is saying: From where is it derived that there is no 
distinction between one lacking the requisite vestments and those 
who drank wine and one whose hands and feet are not washed, 
and that all three disqualify all rites? The verses state the word: 


“Statute,” “statute,” in order to derive a verbal analogy. 


The Gemara asks: But if the halakha that one who drank wine dis- 
qualifies the service is derived from the verbal analogy, why do I need 

the verse: “That you may put difference between the holy and the 

common”? The Gemara responds: The verse is necessary in accor- 
dance with the custom of Rav, as Rav would not place an inter- 
preter before him," i.e., he would not lecture in public, from the time 

that he drank wine on one Festival day until the other, the second 

Festival day, due to drunkenness. Rav was concerned that he would 

not issue a proper ruling, because it was customary to drink wine on 

the Festivals, and the verse states: “And that you may put difference 

between the holy and the common, and between the impure and the 

pure. And that you may teach the children of Israel all the statutes 

which the Lord has spoken” (Leviticus 10:10-11), indicating that one 

who drank wine may not issue a halakhic ruling. 


The Gemara asks: Still, is the disqualification of rites performed by 
one lacking the requisite vestments derived from here, i.e., from 
the verse: “And you shall gird them with belts, Aaron and his sons” 
(Exodus 29:9)? It is derived from there: “And the sons of Aaron 
the priest shall put fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:7). The super- 
fluous term “the priest” serves to indicate that he may serve only in 
his priestly state. The verse therefore teaches that with regard to a 
High Priest who wore the vestments of an ordinary priest" and 
performed sacrificial rites, his service is disqualified. 


The Gemara responds: If one derived the halakha only from there," 

I would say: This matter applies only to service that is indispens- 
able for effecting atonement. But service that is not indispensable 

for effecting atonement,’ e.g., putting fire upon the altar, is not 

subject to the halakha. Therefore, the verse (Leviticus 1:7) indicates 

that the halakha applies even to rites that are not indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: But still, is the halakha derived from here, i.e., 
from all of the previous sources? It is derived from there: “And the 
sons of Aaron, the priests, shall lay the pieces, and the head, and 
the fat, in order upon the wood that is on the fire, which is upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:8). The superfluous term “the priests” serves to 
indicate that the priests may serve only in their priestly state. From 
here one derives that with regard to an ordinary priest who wore 
the vestments of the High Priest and performed sacrificial rites, his 
service is disqualified. 


The Gemara responds: If one derived the halakha only from there, I 
would say: This matter applies only to a lack of vestments, e.g., a 
High Priest who wore fewer than his requisite eight vestments, but 
an excess of vestments, e.g., an ordinary priest who wore more than 
his requisite four, is not subject to the halakha. This verse therefore 
teaches us that the halakha applies even to an excess of vestments. 


§ The Sages taught: If the priest’s vestments were dragging on the 
ground, or raised up [mesulakin]": far from the ground, or frayed, 
and the priest performed sacrificial rites while wearing them, his 
service is valid." If he wore two pairs of trousers" or two belts, 
or if he was lacking one of his requisite vestments, or if he wore 
one extra vestment, or in a case where a priest had a bandage ona 
wound on his body under his vestment such that the bandage acted 
as an interposition between the vestments and his skin, or if he 
wore vestments that were 
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soiled or ripped,"" and he performed sacrificial rites, his 
service is disqualified. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: If the vestments are dragging 
on the ground, they are fit, but if they are raised up" above the 
ground, they are unfit. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in the 
above baraita that even if the vestments were raised up they are 
fit? Rami bar Hama says: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita 
deems them fit in a case where the priest raised them up by his 
belt, although they were initially the proper length; there, Shmuel 
deems them unfit in a case where they do not initially cover the 
priest’s feet at all. 


Rav says: In both this case and that case, whether they were 
dragging or raised up, they are unfit. 


The Gemara recounts: Rav Huna happened to come to Argiza. 
The son of his innkeeper [oshpizekhaneih]: raised a contradic- 
tion before him: Did Shmuel actually say that if the vestments 
are dragging on the ground, they are fit, but if they are raised up 
above the ground, they are unfit? But isn’t it taught in the baraita 
that even if the vestments were raised up they are fit? Rav Huna 
said to him: Raise a contradiction from any source apart from 
this baraita, as Rami bar Hama already answered that it does 
not contradict Shmuel’s statement, as it applies only to vestments 
that were initially the proper length. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the baraita pose a difficulty for 
Rav, who deems the vestments unfit even if they were dragging? 
And if you would say: What is the meaning of the word: Drag- 
ging, in the baraita? It means that they would initially drag but 
were raised up by a belt to the proper length, and they are fit since 
the belt effectively trims them, but then the term: Raised up, in 
the baraita poses a difficulty. Why should the baraita deem raised 
vestments fit? If the baraita is referring to vestments that were 
initially the proper length and were then raised up by a belt, then 
shouldn't they be unfit as the belt trims them? 


Rabbi Zeira says: Rav taught the baraita not as referring sepa- 
rately to both dragging and raised vestments, but as one statement 
referring to vestments that are simultaneously dragging and raised, 
i.e, dragging vestments that the priest raised up by his belt to 
the proper height are fit. But if they were above or below their 
proper height for any reason, they are unfit. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya of Difti says: The case of dragging vestments 
that the priest did not raise is the subject of a dispute between 
tanna’im. As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “On the 
four corners of your garment” (Deuteronomy 22:12), from which 
it can be inferred: Four, but not three," i.e., a three-cornered gar- 
ment is exempt from the obligation of ritual fringes.” One may ask: 
Or perhaps it is only specifying four, but not five? When it says 
in the same verse: “With which you cover yourself," a garment 
of five corners is mentioned as obligated. If so, how do I realize 
the meaning of: “Four corners”? It means four, but not three. 
And what did you see that led you to include a garment of five 
corners and to exclude a garment of three corners? I include a 
garment of five corners as four is included in five, and I exclude 
a garment of three corners as four is not included in three. 


Ripped — pytipia: Even if the vestments are new, a tear disquali- With which you cover yourself — 7a 723A Wx: This phrase in 
fies them because they do not satisfy the Torah’s requirement 
that they be: “For splendor and for beauty” (Exodus 28:2). 


HALAKHA 


Soiled or ripped - pyripna ix pwrwann: The priestly 
vestments must be new, beautiful, and fitted like 
the clothes of nobles, as it is written: “For splendor 
and for beauty” (Exodus 28:2). If they were soiled or 
ripped they are unfit, and rites performed in them 
are disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 8:4). 


Dragging...raised up - poyon.. powernn: If the 
priestly vestments were too long or too short, or if 
the priest raised them up by his belt higher than 
appropriate, rites performed in them are disqualified. 
If the vestments were too long and the priest raised 
them up by his belt to adjust them to the appropri- 
ate length, his rites are valid, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav and the interpretation of Rabbi Zeira 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:4). 


Four but not three, etc. - ^3) wow x) yas: One 
places ritual fringes on a garment with four corners. 
Garments that have only three corners are exempt. 
Garments that have five or more corners are obli- 
gated, in accordance with the first baraita. Still, one 
should place fringes only on the four corners that are 
farthest apart. Some say that five-cornered garments 
are exempt (Rabbeinu Simha). Therefore, one should 
not create a many-cornered garment ab initio (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 10:1 and Mishna Berura there). 


BACKGROUND 

Ritual fringes — m¥*¥: This is referring to the positive 
biblical mitzva to attach fringes to the four corners of 
a garment (Numbers 15:37-41). Only garments with 
at least four corners are obligated, and the garment 
must be large enough to wrap around the person 
wearing it. Each fringe comprises four, generally wool, 
threads; the threads are folded in half, making eight 
ends on each fringe. The upper part of the fringe 
[gedil] is knotted in a prescribed manner, and the 
eight half-threads hang down from it. Customs vary 
with regard to how precisely to knot the fringes. Orig- 
inally, ritual fringes included three white threads and 
one thread dyed blue [petil tekhelet]. One is obligated 
in the mitzva of ritual fringes only when he is wearing 
a garment to which the mitzva applies; there is no 
obligation to wear such a garment ab initio. Never- 
theless, it is customary to wear a large four-cornered 
garment [tallit] during the morning prayers and a 
smaller four-cornered garment [tallit katan] through- 
out the day. The mitzva of ritual fringes applies during 
the day, but not at night. Because it is a time-bound 
mitzva, its fulfillment is incumbent upon men but 
not women, who are generally exempt from this 
category of mitzvot. 


LANGUAGE 
His innkeeper [oshpizekhaneih] — mapawix: From 
the Middle Persian word aspini, meaning an inn. 


NOTES 


the verse appears to be referring to all garments that are used 
as covering. It is therefore interpreted as amplifying the scope 
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of the mitzva to include certain cases not clearly included by 
the verses’ other wording: Either a five-cornered garment or the 
garment of a blind person. 
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And it is taught in another baraita that the verse states: “On the 
four corners of your garment,’ from which it may be inferred: 
Four, but not three, and also four, but not five, i.e., only a four- 
cornered garmentis obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes. Rabbi 
Yirmeya continues: What, is it not that these tanna’im disagree 
with regard to this: That one Sage, who deems a five-cornered 
garment exempt, holds that an extra item is considered as though 
it exists and cannot be ignored, and one Sage, who deems it obli- 
gated, holds that it is considered as though it does not exist and 
the garment has only four corners? Accordingly, the first Sage 
deems a dragging priestly vestment unfit, since one cannot ignore 
the extra fabric, while the second Sage deems it fit since the extra 
fabric is treated as immaterial. 


The Gemara responds: No, everyone agrees that an extra piece of 
a garment is considered as though it exists, and therefore drag- 
ging vestments are unfit. And according to the tanna of the second 
baraita, it is different here, with regard to ritual fringes, as the 
Merciful One amplifies the halakha to obligate even five-cornered 
garments with the words “with which you cover yourself.” 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who deems five-cornered 
garments exempt, what does he do with this verse: “With which 
you cover yourself”? The Gemara responds: He requires it for 
that which is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And it shall be 
unto you for a fringe, that you may look upon it” (Numbers 15:39). 
The phrase: “That you may look upon it,” serves to exclude a night 
garment" from the obligation of ritual fringes, as the fringes on 
such a garment cannot be seen. One might ask: Or is it only to 
exclude the garment ofa blind person," who is unable to see the 
ritual fringes? When it states in the verse: “With which you cover 
yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12), the obligation of ritual fringes 
for the garment of a blind person is mentioned. If so, how do I 
realize the meaning of the phrase: “That you may look upon it”? 
It serves to exclude a night garment. 


The baraita continues: And what did you see that led you to 
include the garment of a blind person and to exclude a night 
garment and not the reverse? I include the garment of a blind 
person because it is at least visible to others, and I exclude a 
night garment because it is not visible, even to others. 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who derives that a five- 
cornered garment requires ritual fringes from the phrase: “With 

which you cover yourself,” from where does he derive that the 

garment of a blind person requires ritual fringes? The Gemara 

responds: He derives it from the word “which’" in the phrase, 
as that term itself connotes an amplification of the halakha. The 

Gemara asks: And what does the other Sage do with this word? 

The Gemara responds: He does not interpret the word “which” 
as an amplification. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude a night garment — nye) mos) bis: The obligation 
of ritual fringes applies only during the day, ‘but not at night, 
in accordance with the baraita. According to the Rambam, all 
garments are exempt at night, but according to the Rosh, gar- 
ments normally worn during the day are obligated even at 
night, while garments normally worn at night are exempt even 
during the day. The Rema writes that since one rules leniently 
in matters of uncertainty with regard to blessings, one should 
not recite a blessing when donning ritual fringes at night, or 


He derives it from the word which - Wx ab XPA: Since the 
phrase “with which you cover yourself” is apparently superfluous, 
one Sage holds that each word in the phrase, including “which,” 


NOTES 


even during the day if the garment is normally worn at night 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 18:1). 


Garment of a blind person - x20 mp3: A blind person is obli- 
gated to wear ritual fringes. Although the verse stipulates that 
one must see the fringes, others see his fringes, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 171). 


indicates an additional halakha. The other Sage treats the phrase 
as one unit, teaching only one additional halakha. 
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Q The Sages taught with regard to the priestly vestments that the 
term: “Linen [bad ]” (Leviticus 6:3), used in the verse indicates 
several properties of the garments: The verse states “linen” to indi- 
cate that they must be made of fine linen [butz];"' “linen,” that 
they must be new;" “linen,” that their thread must be twisted" of 
several plies; “linen,” that their thread must be folded six times; 
“linen,” that the priest may not wear non-sacred clothes along 
with them. 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Granted, the statement that they must 
be of fine linen is understood; this requirement teaches us that if 
they are of fine linen they are fit, but if they are of something else 
they are not. But with regard to the statement: Linen, that they 
must be new, one can infer that if they are new they are fit but if 
they are frayed they are not. But isn’t it taught in the baraita (18a) 
that even if they were frayed they are fit? 


LANGUAGE 


E 


Fine linen [butz] - y13: There are many words in the Torah 
or flax, Linum usitatissimum, and the materials made from it. 
The plant is called pishtim in the Bible, or pishtan in rabbinic 
Hebrew, and in the Talmud it is called kittana. The latter word 
was later adapted to refer to cotton, which is called kutena in 
modern Hebrew. Material made from flax has several different 
Hebrew names, which are derived from different languages. 
For example, the word shesh derives from ancient Egyptian, 
while butz was widespread in Semitic languages. It is possible 
hat the word butz in biblical Hebrew refers specifically to a 
high-quality fine weave, while bad refers to a coarser, more 
common weave. From the language of the baraita here, as 
well as the Aramaic translations of the Torah, it seems that the 
Sages used the word butz to denote linen. The images here 
illustrate some of the implements and processes by which flax 
is prepared to be spun. 


= 


sa x 


Flax stalks 


Retting, i.e., soaking the stalks to weaken them 


Hackling, i.e., combing the flax 


HALAKHA 
Linen [bad], that they must be made of fine linen - 73 
yay yaw: In any instance where the Torah uses the words 


shesh, bad, or butz to indicate linen, it means material made 
of flax (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:13). 


That they must be new — mwan wW: Priestly vestments 
must be new and beautiful. If they were faded and a priest 
performed rites while wearing them, the service is valid, in 
accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:4). 


That their thread must be twisted - ow wm: In any 
instance that the Torah mentions the words shesh, meaning 
linen, or shesh mashzar, meaning twined linen, the thread 
must be six-ply thread. If the verse uses the word bad, the 
thread should be six ply ab initio, but is fit after the fact even 
if it had only one ply. According to Rashi, the requirement 
of six plies is indispensable with regard to all vestments 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:14). 
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HALAKHA 


They shall not gird themselves in a place in which 
people sweat — pyrvaw opaa man? x: It is written 
explicitly in the Prophets that a priest may not gird 
himself with the belt in any place that one sweats. 
Rather, he must fasten it opposite the heart (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:2). 
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Some of these requirements constitute a mitzva, etc. — }711 W? 
3) mynd: According to Rashi, all of the requirements in the 
baraita are derived from verses and are indispensable, except 
for the requirement that the vestments be new. The requirement 
that the thread be twisted is derived from another verse, which 
specifies “fine twined linen” with regard to certain vestments 
(see Exodus 39:28 and Yoma 71b). According to the Rambam, this 
requirement is indispensable only with regard to those vestments 
about which the term “twined linen” is stated expressly. With 
regard to vestments described simply as: Linen, the requirement 


applies only ab initio. 


Rav Yosef said to him: And according to your reasoning that the 
baraita intends to derive all of these requirements from the word 
linen, such that all of these requirements are indispensable, how can 
one understand the requirement: Linen, that their thread must be 
folded six times? The word bad itself means each one on its own 
(see Exodus 30:34). Rather, this is what the baraita is saying: Those 
garments with regard to which it is stated: Linen, must be made 
of fine linen, and they must be new and twisted, and their thread 
must be folded six times. Some of these requirements constitute 
a mitzva" ab initio, and some of them are indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: From where is it known that this material bad is 
produced from the flax plant? Rabbi Yosef, son of Rabbi Hanina, 
says: The verse is referring to an item that grows from the ground 
with each stalk growing on its own [bad bevad], i.e., it does not 
split into multiple stalks. The flax plant fulfills this criterion. 


The Gemara asks: Why not say that it is wool? The Gemara responds: 
The individual wool fibers split into smaller fibers. The Gemara rejects 
this: But flax also splits. The Gemara responds: It splits only by 
being struck." Wool, by contrast, splits naturally. 


Ravina says that the identity of bad is derived from here: The verse 
states with regard to the priestly vestments: “They shall have linen 
[pishtim] crowns upon their heads, and shall have linen breeches 
upon their loins; they shall not gird themselves with yaza” (Ezekiel 
44:18). The word pishtim is clearly referring to flax. 


Rav Ashi said to Ravina: But before Ezekiel came, from where did 
we derive the identity of bad? Ravina responded: And according to 
your reasoning, one could ask the same of that which Rav Hisda said 
with regard to the prohibition against Temple service by one who is 
uncircumcised or an apostate: We did not learn this following matter 
from the Torah of Moses, our teacher; we learned it from the words 
of Ezekiel, son of Buzi: “No stranger, uncircumcised in heart or 
uncircumcised in flesh, shall enter into My Sanctuary to serve 
Me” (Ezekiel 44:9). Until Ezekiel came, from where did we derive 
this? Rather, this halakha is learned as a tradition and therefore was 
observed for generations, and Ezekiel came and gave it support by 
writing a verse. Here too, it is learned as a tradition, and Ezekiel 
came and gave it support by writing a verse. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase in the verse: 
“They shall not gird themselves with yaza”?" Abaye said: They shall 
not gird themselves in a place in which people sweat [mezi’in]." 
As it is taught in a baraita: When they gird themselves with the 
belt, they may not gird themselves below their loins nor above 
their elbows, but rather 


NOTES ©_———_ 
It splits only by being struck - yan xmp> vp by: Rashi explains 
that fibers of the flax stalk do not separate until beaten as part of 
the process of preparing linen. According to the commentary of 
Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Torat Kohanim, the Gemara means 
that the stalks split only as a result of being stricken by disease. 


They shall not gird themselves with yaza - pra san? x: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, the word yaza denotes sweat [ze/‘a]. Therefore, the 
priests may not gird themselves in places where the body folds, 
e.g., above the elbows or below the loins. Rav Hai Gaon interprets 
yaza as denoting movement [za‘azua]. Therefore, the priests may 
not gird themselves in any place where the belt might shift and 
come undone, in upper or lower areas of the body. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf19 Amuda 


KIDINI KAT is OX NH INY 
pe IPNI MAP NIIP ATTN 
mom am KIT Y ban mm 


ons wip DIS NYAR” 25 aos 


2) VS PANT PAP MT YP 392 
“pak D39 PTY Ja DMP 


THD - wary nPyY i> 007 BA 
DNP TRI No Day wpa A PY 
MDR [63189 - DT TIAN wxiA) 


AEE s iar TA D7 TO 
amna - pop sby bax "a3 bx 
samy vase XD OX pNP ay Dna 
Koy bay ops DPR ys DNA 

am ya xd - oR Dipa 


at the level of their elbows. 


Rav Ashi says: Huna bar Natan’ said to me: Once, I was standing 
before Izgadar, king of Persia,’ and my belt was raised above its 
appropriate height, and he lowered it into place and said to me: 
“A kingdom of priests, and a holy nation” (Exodus 19:6), is writ- 
ten about you; therefore, you should always look dignified. When 
I came before Ameimar and recounted this incident, he said to 
me: With regard to you, God’s promise to Israel: “And kings shall 
be your foster fathers” (Isaiah 49:23), was fulfilled. 


§ With regard to the priestly vestments, we learned in a mishna 
elsewhere (Eiruvin 103b): A priest who was injured on his finger" 
on Shabbat may temporarily wrap itë with a reed®" so that his 
wound is not visible while he is serving in the Temple. This leni- 
ency applies in the Temple, but not in the rest of the country,“ 
as the reed also heals the wound, and medical treatment is prohib- 
ited on Shabbat by rabbinic decree. But if his intention is to draw 
blood from the wound,’ it is prohibited both here and there." 


Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: They taught only that 
a reed is permitted. But a small sash [tziltzul]' as a bandage is 
considered an extra garment and is therefore forbidden, since it 
is prohibited for a priest to add to the priestly vestments prescribed 
by the Torah. And Rabbi Yohanan says: They said that wearing 
extra garments is prohibited only if the extra garment is worn in 
a place on the priest’s body where the requisite vestments are 
worn." But ifthe sash is in a place on his body where the vestments 
are not worn," e.g., on his hand, it is not considered an extra 
garment. 


Wrap it - why Ja: The Sages prohibited any act of healing on 
Shabbat, including taking medicine, exercise, and bathing. This 
restriction applies only when one is suffering pain that is no 
life-threatening. One's health overrides Shabbat in any situation 
where his life might be in danger or in cases of serious illness; in 
such circumstances, all forms of treatment are permitted. Acts o 
healing were prohibited lest one grind and prepare medicines, 
which would be a violation of grinding, one of the principal cat- 
egories of prohibited labor on Shabbat. Due to this concern, al 
forms of healing were prohibited, including those that do no 
involve grinding. The type of restriction described here is catego- 
rized as a shevut, a prohibition by rabbinic law. These prohibitions 


did not apply in the Temple. 
Reed - 


m3: The reed referred to in this context is probably an 
umbrella term for items produced from the papyrus sedge plant, 


BACKGROUND 


Cyperus papyrus L. This plant, which grows in streams and swamps, 
was used in various industries. Its outer, harder section was used 
in the weaving of mats, while paper was manufactured from its 
inner part in ancient Egypt and other countries. These soft inner 
parts were also converted into strips with which items could be 
tied, and occasionally as a bandage for a wound, as in this case. 


To draw blood from the wound - 07 maan syin: Slaughter- 
ing or killing an animal is prohibited on Shabbat as one of the 
thirty-nine principal labors. Causing a wound to an animal or to 
a person is also prohibited as a subcategory of the prohibition 
against killing. This is so only when the wound results in bleeding; 
striking without breaking the skin, e.g., on the shoulder, would 
not constitute an infraction of this type. It is permitted to prevent 
a dangerous animal from attacking a person on Shabbat even if 
that requires taking the animal's life. 


HALAKHA 


Priest who was injured on his finger, etc. - iyayya ape īa Ina place where vestments are worn - wna Dipa: By Torah 


"131: Ifa priest's finger is injured, he may wrap it with a reed or gar- 
ment smaller than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths 
on Shabbat, and he may participate in the Temple service. This is 
the halakha provided that the reed or garment does not interpose 
between his skin and the sacred vessel during the service. The 
priest may not dress the wound with the intention of drawing 
blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:9). 


But not in the country - 727123 x bax: One whose finger is 
injured may not wrap it with a reed on ‘Shabbat, since this is 
considered an act of healing (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:24 in the com- 
ment of Rema). 


aw, the priestly vestments must be in direct contact with the 
priest's skin. Therefore, if even a thread, a dead louse, or dirt inter- 
poses between the priest's garment and his skin, his rites are 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:6). 


In a place where vestments are not worn - wna Dipha Kow: 
f a priest wrapped a garment that was three fingerbreadths by 
hree fingerbreadths or larger around a part of his body where 
he priestly vestments are not worn, e.g., his finger or heel, his 
rites are disqualified. If the garment was smaller than this, his 
rites are not disqualified, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan and Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:8). 


PERSONALITIES 


Huna bar Natan — (p3 1a x37: Huna bar Natan was 
he Exilarch and a contemporary of Rav Ashi. He was 
a student of Rava, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, Ameimar, 
and Rav Pappa, and was also a close friend of Rav Ashi. 
He was himself a renowned Torah scholar, and his 
statements appear in several places in the Talmud. It 
is possible that he was a relative, or even a brother, of 
areimar, who occasionally served as a substitute for 
Rav Ashi according to /ggeret Rav Sherira Gaon. 
As Exilarch and political leader of the Babylonian 
Jews on the one hand, and a great Sage on the other, 
Rav Huna bar Natan was referred to as: Torah and great- 
ness in one place. As mentioned here, he had the favor 
of the king of Persia at that time. Still, he considered 
himself to be subject to Rav Ashi and made this clear 
publicly. 

Some hold that when Rav Ashi died, Rav Huna bar 
atan served for a short time as head of the yeshiva in 
Rav Ashi’s place. 


zgadar, king of Persia — xan py: This is the Persian 

ing Yazdegerd |, who ruled 399-420 CE. Yazdegerd was 
a peaceful king who maintained good relations with 
Rome and exhibited great tolerance to his Christian and 
Jewish subjects, causing the Zoroastrian priests to label 
him a sinner. He accorded great respect to the Jews and 
he Exilarch. According to a tradition, his wife was the 
daughter of the Exilarch. The period of peace the Jews 
enjoyed under his rule may have been one of the factors 
hat led to the compilation of the Talmud. 


NOTES 
Wrap it with a reed — "123 wy Jua: In addition to the 
reeds medicinal purpose, one might wish to cover the 


wound during the Temple service for aesthetic reasons 
(Rashi). 


In the Temple, but not in the country — bax wipaa 
mya x: It is prohibited to apply a reed to a wound 
on Shabbat outside the Temple. The same applies to all 
other acts of healing, which are prohibited on Shab- 
bat by rabbinic decree lest one desecrate Shabbat by 
crushing herbs to produce medicine (Rashi). According 
to Tosafot, the prohibition against applying a reed is a 
rabbinic decree lest one come to draw blood (see also 
Sefer HaAgudda). Tosafot concede that the language 
of the Jerusalem Talmud appears to support Rashi’s 
interpretation. 


It is prohibited both here and there — VDX }X31 x2: 
The drawing of blood is considered the creation of a 
wound, which is one of the labors prohibited by Torah 
law on Shabbat. Only prohibitions that are by rabbinic 
law do not apply in the Temple. 


LANGUAGE 
Sash [tziltzul] — babyy: Instances of this word in other 
contexts suggest that it denotes a decorated ribbon 
worn as a belt. Some suggest that the word is related 
to the Hebrew shalshelet, meaning chain. This would 
indicate that a tziltzul was a thin chain. Alternatively, it 
was in the shape of a braid. 
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NOTES 


If the fabric is three fingerbreadths by three finger- 
breadths it interposes - nixyin vow by wow: This canno 
be referring to an interposition between the priest's vest- 
ments and his body, since in such a case Rava says tha 
even one thread constitutes an interposition. It also canno 
be referring to interposition between the priest's hand 
and the sacred vessel, since there is no reason that the 
measure in such a case should be any different from that o 
an interposition between the priest's body and vestments. 
Rather, it means that if the cloth is three fingerbreadths 
by three fingerbreadths, it constitutes an extra garment, 
which disqualifies the service even if it does not actually 
interpose between the priest and his vestments or vessels 
(Rashi). According to the Sages, three fingerbreadths by 
three fingerbreadths is the smallest measure for a piece 
of cloth to be considered a garment for purposes of ritual 
impurity as well. 


HALAKHA 


A small sash is different — pepbayy ow: Ifa priest wore 
a small sash, his rites are ties even if it is smaller 
than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths, since 
it is considered an independent garment. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi 
Hiyya, and the conclusion of the Gemara that this is the 
opinion of Rava as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 10:8). 


Ifa gust of wind entered his vestment, etc. - 19 b TDD) 
"31 17324: A priest must take care not to allow dirt or lice, 
even live lice, to interpose between his skin and vestments. 
He should not allow a gust of wind to enter his vestment 
during the service, separating the vestment from him; he 
should not touch his chest under his clothes; he should 
not allow his hair to extend into his vestment; and there 
should be no thread dangling from the vestment. This is 
because the halakha in all these cases is left unresolved 
in the Gemara. If one of these circumstances occurred, 
the rites he performed are valid after the fact. One should 
not rule stringently and deem the offering disqualified 
due to uncertainty, because the replacement offering one 
would bring in such a case is possibly unnecessary, and 
by bringing it one would violate the prohibition against 
bringing non-consecrated animals into the Temple court- 
yard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:7 
and Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara challenges: And let Rabbi Yohanan derive that a 
sash is prohibited because it acts as an interposition between 
the priest’s hand and the sacred vessel he grips, which disquali- 
fies the service. The Gemara rejects this: Rabbi Yohanan is refer- 
ring to a case where the wound is on the priest’s left hand. Since 
the entire service is performed exclusively with his right hand, a 
bandage on his left hand is not an interposition. Alternatively, 
the wound is on the priest’s right hand, but not in a place 
used for the service, such that the bandage does not interpose 
between his hand and the sacred vessel. 


And Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with the opinion of Rava, as 

Rava says that Rav Hisda says: In a place on the priest’s body 
where the vestments are worn, even one extra thread inter- 
poses and is prohibited, whereas in a place on his body where 

the vestments are not worn, ifthe fabric is three fingerbreadths 

by three fingerbreadths it interposes," but if it is less than that 

it does not interpose. 


The Gemara notes: Rava certainly disagrees with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that fabric of any size that is in a 
place on his body where the vestments are not worn is not con- 
sidered an interposition. Shall we say that he also disagrees 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, who 
deems any sash an interposition, even one smaller than three by 
three fingerbreadths? 


The Gemara responds: Even according to Rava, a small sash is 
different," as it is significant, and it is therefore considered a 
garment even if it is less than three by three fingerbreadths. 


Some say that there is another version of the dispute: Rabbi 
Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says that they taught only that 
a reed is permitted, but a small sash interposes. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: They said that an item acts as an interposition 
when it is less than three by three fingerbreadths only in a 
place on the priest’s body where the vestments are worn. But 
in a place on his body where the vestments are not worn, the 
following distinction applies: Ifthe fabric is three fingerbreadths 
by three fingerbreadths, it interposes, but if it is less than this, 
it does not interpose. And this is the same ruling that Rava 
says that Rav Hisda says. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rava disagrees with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, who deems any 
sash an interposition, even one smaller than three fingerbreadths 
by three fingerbreadths. The Gemara rejects this: This is not 
necessarily so, as a small sash is different, since it is significant. 
It is therefore like a vestment, even if it is smaller than three 
fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths. 


The Gemara raises a question: And according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, why does the mishna teach the halakha 
specifically with regard to a reed? Let the mishna teach us that 
a priest may wrap his wounded finger with a small sash, since 
this would teach the greater novelty that although a sash is sig- 
nificant, it does not constitute an interposition. The Gemara 
responds: It teaches us a matter in passing, that a reed heals. 


§ Rava raises a dilemma: If a gust of wind entered the priest’s 
vestment," raising it slightly off his body, what is the halakha? 
Do we require that the vestment be: “Upon his body” (Leviti- 
cus 6:3), in a literal sense, and this is not the case when the wind 
raises his vestment? Or perhaps the service is valid because this 
is the normal manner of wearing clothes. 


Furthermore, what is the halakha with regard to a louse found 
under the priest’s vestments? Does it interpose between the 
vestments and his body, disqualifying the service? 
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The Gemara clarifies: Do not raise a dilemma with regard to a dead 
louse, as it certainly interposes, like any other item. Rather, what is 
the halakha with regard to a live louse? Do we say that since it comes 
and goes, i.e., it moves around on his body, it is like a growth and 
does not interpose? Or perhaps, since he objects to its presence," 
it interposes? 


Furthermore, what is the halakha with regard to dirt found under 
the priest’s vestments? Does it interpose? The Gemara objects: 
But dirt certainly interposes. The Gemara clarifies: Rather, the 
question is: What is the halakha with regard to dust of dirt," i.e., 
a minute amount of dust? 


Furthermore, what is the halakha with regard to the gap between the 
underarm of the vestment and the priest’s armpit?" Does it inter- 
pose? Do we require that the vestment is “upon his body” ina literal 
sense, and this is not the case? Or perhaps the service is valid since 
this is the normal manner of wearing clothes. 


Furthermore, if the priest inserted his hand into his vestments and 
touched his chest, what is the halakha? Does his body interpose" 
or not? 


Furthermore, what is the halakha with regard to a thread [nima]?! 
Does it interpose? The Gemara interjects: But a thread certainly 
interposes. Rather, the question is: What is the halakha with regard 
to a thread that hangs off the vestment itself and will soon fall off? 
Is such a thread considered as though it has already detached from 
the vestment, in which case it interposes? 


Mar bar Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If his hair emerged from his 
head and extended into his vestment and separated it from his skin, 
what is the halakha? Is his hair considered like his body, in which 
case it does not interpose, or is it not considered like his body? 


Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to 
phylacteries?’ Do they interpose? The Gemara clarifies: According 
to the opinion of one who says that night is not an appropriate 
time to don phylacteries, do not raise the dilemma. Since they 
interpose at night, they also interpose during the day. Rather, when 
you raise the dilemma, do so according to the one who says that 
night is an appropriate time to don phylacteries. According to this 
opinion, what is the halakha? Does a mitzva that one fulfills with 
his body" interpose, or does it not interpose? 


This matter circulated and eventually came before Rabbi Ami, 
who said to him: It is a settled tradition in our possession that 
phylacteries interpose. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Priests in their 
service; and Levites on their platform in the Temple, where they 
recite songs; and Israelites at their watches," where they observe 
the sacrifice of the daily offering, are all exempt from prayer" and 
from donning phylacteries. What, is it not that the term: Exempt, 
indicates that if they donned phylacteries anyway, they do not inter- 
pose? Apparently, priests may wear phylacteries while performing 
the Temple service. The Gemara responds: No, if they donned 
phylacteries, they interpose. 


Priests in their service...are exempt from prayer — 0°73 


HALAKHA 


ing at their watch in the Temple are all exempt from prayer and 


abonn ya pVN69...jN Taya: Priests performing the service in the from donning phylacteries (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
Temple, Levites singing on their platform, and Israelites stand- UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:13). 


NOTES 

Since he objects to its presence - aw TaT: Any item 
whose presence on a person's body is typically objec- 
tionable constitutes an interposition. Parts of one’s body 
do not interpose, even if they are considered objection- 
able, e.g., an extra finger. Although lice are not, strictly 
speaking, part of one’s body, they were considered an 
inseparable aspect of a person’s existence. 


Dust of dirt - 39X pax: This is referring to tiny amounts 
of dirt that are not visible, and the presence of which is 
not objectionable, but are still not part of one's body. 


Armpit — nwa ma: This question is distinct from the 
previous question with regard to a wind that created a 
gap between the vestment and the priest's body, since 
the gap under the armpit is always present. 


Does his body interpose — ym "3 iaa: Although one's 
body generally cannot be considered an interposition, 
this case may be an exception, since one does not typi- 
cally insert his hand under his clothing. 


What is the halakha with regard to phylacteries — 
wa pyran: Rashi explains that the issue here is not liter- 
ally interposition but the prohibition against wearing 
an extra vestment. According to Tosafot, the Gemara is 
suggesting that phylacteries may constitute an inter- 
position between the priest's body and his vestments. 


Mitzva that one fulfills with his body — mawT mxn: 
Since this mitzva is performed with the body, it is con- 
ceivable that the item used to perform the mitzva is 
considered part of the body itself and not an interposi- 
ion or extra vestment. 


Israelites at their watches - payna byw: AS ex- 
plained in tractate Ta‘anit (27a), Israelites had represen- 
atives who would be present in Jerusalem to witness 
he sacrifice of the communal offerings on behalf of 
he entire Jewish people. For this purpose, the popu- 
ation of Israelites was divided into twenty-four watches, 
corresponding to the twenty-four watches of the priests. 
Every week a new watch would arrive in Jerusalem, 
stand in the Temple at the time communal offerings 
were sacrificed, pray, and read from the Torah. 


LANGUAGE 
Thread [nima] — x2): From the Greek vipa, néma, 
meaning thread. 
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HALAKHA 

This is of the hand, that is of the head — WKT NI TINT: 
A priest may not wear the phylacteries of the hand while 
performing the service in the Temple, since they interpose 
between his skin and vestments. Phylacteries of the head 
do not interpose, and the priest may wear them while 
performing the service in the Temple even though he is 
exempt (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
10:6). 


BACKGROUND 
Between the frontplate and the mitre - nog) Ys pa: 
Between the High Priest's frontplate and mitre was a vacant 
spot just above the hairline on his forehead, where he 
would don his phylacteries. 


Perek II 
Daf19 Amud b 
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The Gemara asks: If so, why does the baraita use the word: 
Exempt? It should have used the word: Prohibited, since wear- 
ing phylacteries disqualifies the priests’ service. The Gemara 
responds: Since there are also Levites and Israelites mentioned 
in the baraita, concerning whom the baraita could not teach 
the word: Prohibited, as it is permitted for them to don phylac- 
teries, due to that reason the baraita taught the word: Exempt, 
which is applicable to all. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: If a 
priest donned phylacteries they do not interpose? The Gemara 
responds: That is not difficult. This baraita, which teaches 
that phylacteries interpose is referring to the phylacteries of 
the hand, whereas that baraita, which teaches that they do not 
is referring to the phylacteries of the head." 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the phylacteries of 
the hand that only they interpose? The verse indicates the dif- 
ference, as it is written with regard to the vestments covering 
the body: “Shall he put upon his body” (Leviticus 6:3), indicat- 
ing that nothing may interpose between the vestment and his 
body. The Gemara challenges: But there is also a verse written 
with regard to the head: “And you shall set the mitre upon 
his head” (Exodus 29:6), indicating that there must be no inter- 
position between the mitre and the head. If so, the phylacteries 
of the head should be considered an interposition as well. 


The Gemara responds: The Sages taught: The hair of the High 
Priest was visible between the frontplate and the mitre.’ The 
frontplate was set on the forehead, below the hairline, while 
the mitre was set above it; 


it was there that the High Priests would don their phylacteries." 
Consequently, the phylacteries of the head did not interpose 
between the mitre and the priest’s head. 


§ The mishna teaches that rites performed by one who has not 

yet brought an atonement offering to complete the purification 

process are disqualified. The Gemara asks: From where do we 

derive this? Rav Huna says: The verse states with regard to the 

offering brought by a woman who has given birth: “And the 

priest shall make atonement for her, and she shall be pure” 
(Leviticus 12:8). Since the verse states: “And she shall be pure,” 
one learns by inference that she is ritually impure to some 

extent until she brings her offering, even though she has already 

immersed. Anyone who has not yet brought an atonement offer- 
ing is likewise impure to some extent, and rites performed by 

one who is impure are disqualified (see 17a). 


It was there that they would don phylacteries — pra oww 
pyran: Therefore, the phylacteries do not interpose between 
the vestments and the priest's skin, nor do they constitute an 
extra vestment, since phylacteries are not considered garments 
(Rashi). It is possible that this is in accordance with Rabbi Zeira’s 
opinion that a mitzva performed with the body is considered 


NOTES 


part of the body. According to the Rashba, phylacteries are not 
considered an extra vestment because the prohibition against 
donning extra vestments applies only in places on the body 
where the priest’s vestments are normally worn. Therefore the 
prohibition does not apply to phylacteries, which are worn 
between the place of the frontplate and the mitre. 
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§ The mishna teaches that rites performed by one whose hands 
and feet are not washed are disqualified. The Gemara explains: 
This halakha is derived by verbal analogy between “statute” men- 
tioned in this context and “statute” from the case of one lacking 
the requisite vestments," whose rites are disqualified (see 17b). 


The Sages taught: With regard to a High Priest who did not 
immerse" or did not sanctify his hands and feet during the Yom 
Kippur service between donning the golden garments and the 
white linen garments, or between performance of one rite and 
another rite, and he performed the service in this state, his 
service is valid after the fact. But with regard to either a High 
Priest or an ordinary priest who did not sanctify his hands 
and feet at all in the morning" and performed the service, his 
service is disqualified. 


Rav Asi said to Rabbi Yohanan: Now, there are five immersions 
and ten sanctifications of the hands and feet during the Yom 
Kippur service by Torah law, and the word: “Statute” (Leviti- 
cus 16:34), is written with regard to them. Accordingly, they 
should be indispensable and should disqualify the service if 
not performed. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: After stipulating that the High Priest 
must wear the requisite vestments before performing the Yom 
Kippur service, the verse states: “And put them on” (Leviticus 
16:4). This superfluous term serves to indicate that wearing 
the requisite vestments is indispensable, but nothing else is 
indispensable. 


Rav Asi’s face lit up with joy after hearing this response. Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: I have merely written the letter vav on a 
piece of wood" for you, i.e., I have not given you a satisfactory 
answer. As, if that is so, that only the wearing of the vestments 
is indispensable, then failure to sanctify the hands and feet in 
the morning should also not disqualify the service, yet according 
to the baraita it disqualifies the service. 


Hizkiyya says there is an alternative answer: The verse states 
with regard to sanctification of the hands and feet: “And it shall 
be a statute forever to them, even to him and to his seed 
throughout their generations” (Exodus 30:21). From the com- 
parison of Aaron to his children one may derive that anything 
that is indispensable with regard to his seed, the priests, is 
indispensable with regard to him, the High Priest during 
the Yom Kippur service, which only he may perform. But any- 
thing that is not indispensable with regard to his seed is not 
indispensable with regard to him. Therefore, the sanctification 
of the hands and feet between each rite, which is unnecessary 
for priests during the daily service, does not disqualify the High 
Priest's Yom Kippur service if not done. 


Rabbi Yonatan says: The principle is derived from here: The 
verse states with regard to the Basin in the Temple: “That Moses 
and Aaron and his sons might wash their hands and their 
feet from it” (Exodus 40:31). One may derive from the verse 
that anything that is indispensable with regard to his sons is 
indispensable with regard to him. But anything that is not 
indispensable with regard to his sons is not indispensable 
with regard to him. 


High Priest who did not immerse, etc. - nanba xow bita ya: 
If the High Priest did not immerse or sanctify his hands and feet 
between wearing each set of vestments during the Yom Kippur 
service, his service is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:7 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 2:3). 


HALAKHA 


Who did not sanctify his hands and feet in the morning - 
many von yp Dp Kow: If a priest performed the service 
without having sanctified his hands and feet that morning, 
he is liable to receive the punishment of death at the hand of 
Heaven, as it is stated: “They shall wash with water, that they 
not die” (Exodus 30:20). His service is disqualified, whether he 
is an ordinary priest or the High Priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:1). 


NOTES 

Statute and statute from the case of one lacking 
vestments — PNA DIN APN APN: With regard to 
the priestly vestments, the verse states: “And they shall 
have the priesthood by a perpetual statute” (Exodus 29:9). 
With regard to the sanctification of the hands and feet, 
it is written: “And it shall be a statute forever to them” 
(Exodus 30:21). 


Vav on a piece of wood — xNdIKK 1": Rashi and the 
Arukh offer two interpretations of this idiom. First, the 
letter vav is not discernable if written on a piece of wood 
covered with grooves; likewise, Rabbi Yohanan’s answer is 
ineffective. Second, the grooves on a piece of wood look 
like a vav, but are not really letters at all; so too, the answer 
provided is not an answer at all. The latter interpretation 
is also suggested by Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola. 


0AT P19: ZEVAHIM: PEREK I1:19B 113 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 
Basin — 74D: The Basin in the Temple was composed of 
a body and a base, both of which were made of copper 
(Exodus 30:18). In the Second Temple, the High Priest ben 
Katin installed twelve spigots on the Basin, so twelve 
priests would be able to sanctify their hands and feet 
simultaneously. 


Basin in the Second Temple and the mechanism for raising and lowering it 


NOTES 
He lays both his hands, etc. — 131) Mw M31: This would 
fulfill the literal meaning of the verse, which mentions the 


washing of hands and feet as one act of sanctification 
(Rashi). 


Standing with support from the side - 4¥7 p3 Way: 
This term denotes standing in such a way that requires aid 
to maintain balance, as Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
describes (Rashi). This principle is significant in other con- 
texts in which one is required to stand, e.g., bearing witness 
or reading from the Torah (Josafot). Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz 
cites Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris, who holds that if one is 
theoretically able to stand unassisted, assistance in practice 
does not disqualify the service (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rabbi Yonatan did 
not say to derive this from the verse cited by Hizkiyya? The 
Gemara responds: Rabbi Yonatan could have said to you: That 
verse cited by Hizkiyya is written to teach that the halakha applies 
even for future generations, not to draw a parallel between the 
High Priest and ordinary priests. 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, Hizkiyya, what is the 
reason that he did not say to derive the halakha from that verse 
cited by Rabbi Yonatan? The Gemara responds: He requires 
that verse for the halakha taught by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Hanina. As Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: With 
regard to any circumstance in which the Basin® does not con- 
tain" enough water for four priests to sanctify their hands and 
feet from it, the priests may not sanctify their hands and feet 
with it, as it is stated: “That Moses and Aaron and his sons 
might wash their hands and their feet from it.” Moses, Aaron, 
and Aaron's two sons total four. 


§ The Sages taught: Howis the mitzva of sanctification" of the 
hands and feet performed? The priest lays his right hand on top 
of his right foot, and his left hand on top of his left foot, and 
sanctifies them with the water flowing from the Basin. Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: He lays both his hands" one 
on top of the other, and lays them together on top of both his 
feet, themselves laid one on top of the other, and sanctifies 
them. They said to him: You have gone too far; it is impossible 
to do so. 


The Gemara notes: They speak well to him; it seems impossible 
to assume such a position without losing one’s balance. Rav Yosef 
says: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, meant that the priest 
would assume the position while another priest would help him 
maintain his balance. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the reasoning 
of the Sages and that of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda? Abaye 
says: The difference between them is their opinion with regard 
to standing with support from the side." According to the Sages, 
this is not considered standing and the priest may not sanctify his 
hands and feet while in such a position. 


Rav Samma, son of Rav Ashi, said to Ravina: And let him sit 
and sanctify his hands and feet while seated, and in this manner 
he may sanctify them all at once. Ravina said to him: The verse 
states: “When they go into the Tent of Meeting, they shall wash 
with water, that they not die; or when they come near to the altar 
to minister” (Exodus 30:20), and ministration is performed 
while standing," as the verse states: “To stand to minister” (Deu- 
teronomy 18:5). Therefore, sanctification must also be performed 
while standing. 


HALAKHA 


Any circumstance in which the Basin does not contain, etc. - 
nja po 123: The Basin in the Temple must contain at least 
enough water for four priests to sanctify their hands and feet, 
as the verse mentions Aaron together with Eleazar, Itamar, and 
Pinehas (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:13 and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


How is the mitzva of sanctification — wtp my% 183: In per- 
forming the mitzva of sanctification of the hands and feet, the 
priest must lay his right hand on top of his right foot and his left 


hand on top of his left foot, and sanctify them from the water 
of the Basin, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:16). 


Ministration is performed while standing — x17 maya mw: 
One may not sanctify his hands and feet while seated, since 
it is considered a part of the service, and the entire service 
must be performed standing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:16). 
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§ The Sages taught: If a priest sanctified his hands and feet dur- 
ing the day," he does not need to sanctify them that night," but if 
he sanctified them at night, he must sanctify them during the 
following day. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would say: The disqualification of being 
left overnight is determinative’ with regard to sanctification" 
of the hands and feet, like any sacrificial item that is sanctified. 
Accordingly, once night has passed, the priest must sanctify them 
again. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: The disqualifica- 
tion of being left overnight is not determinative with regard to 
sanctification of the hands and feet. Therefore, as long as the priest 
continues to serve, he need not sanctify them again. 


It is taught in another baraita: If the priest was standing and 
sacrificing offerings on top of the altar all night," in the morning 
he requires sanctification of the hands and feet again. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, says: Once he sanctified his hands and feet at 
the beginning of the service, even if he continues to perform rites 
for the next ten days, he does not need to sanctify them again. 


The Gemara notes: And both of the above baraitot are necessary, 
though they seem to present the same dispute. As, ifit had taught 
us only the first baraita, one might have thought that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi stated his opinion only with regard to that case, as there 
the priest paused between one rite and another rite. But in this 
case, i.e., the second baraita, where he did not pause between rites, 
say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes to Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, that the priest need not sanctify his hands and feet 
again. And conversely, if it had taught us only with regard to that 
case, i.e., the second baraita, one might have thought: Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, stated his opinion only in that case. But in 
this case, say that he concedes to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Therefore, 
both baraitot are necessary. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? 
As it is written: The priests must sanctify their hands and feet: 
“When they come near to the altar to minister” (Exodus 30:20), 
i.e, when they begin the service in the morning. And what is the 
reasoning of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? As it is written 
in the same verse: “When they go into the Tent of Meeting,” indi- 
cating that one sanctification suffices for the duration of a priest's 
service in the Tent of Meeting. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the other Sage, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as well, isn’t it written: “When they go into the Tent of 
Meeting”? How does he interpret this term? The Gemara responds: 
If only “when they come near” had been written, and “when they 
go into” had not been written, I would say that the priest must 
sanctify his hands and feet for each and every approach, i.e., every 
rite. Therefore the Merciful One wrote: “When they go into,” to 
indicate that it is necessary only once a day. 


NOTES 


He does not need to sanctify them that night - wap YW ps 


mova: For purposes of the Temple service, the night is consid- 
ered part of the preceding day, rather than part of the follow- 
ing day, which is the norm with regard to the Jewish calendar. 


Therefore, one who sanctifies his hands and feet in the morning 
may continue to perform the Temple service into the night. 


The disqualification of being left overnight is determina- 
tive- nbyin ay): Generally, the service for a given offering must 
begin and end on the same day (see 56a). The consumption of 
the portions of an offering burned on the altar may last through 
the night until the next morning (see Berakhot 2a). Therefore, any 
offering whose service has begun is disqualified if left until dawn 
the next morning. One could suggest that this halakha applies 
to sanctification of the hands and feet as well. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Sanctified his hands and feet during the day, etc. - wa? 
^d ova von wP: If a priest sanctified his hands and feet 
in the morning, he need not sanctify them again that 
day to perform another service. Rather, he may continue 
to perform the Temple service all day and through the 
night, as the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in disputes between him and 
his colleagues. This applies only if the priest did not exit 
the Temple, sleep, urinate, or become distracted in the 
interim. If one of these occurred, the priest must sanctify 
his hands and feet again (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 5:5). 


The disqualification of being left overnight is determi- 
native with regard to sanctification - wpa nbyin my): 

One who sanctified his hands and feet in the morning 

must do so again the next morning, even if he did not 
sleep at all that night, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:8). 


Standing and sacrificing...all night — 53.. Dp tay 
ava: If a priest sanctified his hands and feet at night 
and was engaged in the Temple service all night, he must 
still sanctify them again in the morning to participate 
in that day's service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:8). 
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NOTES 

For an entrance with no purpose — mp AKAN: For 
example, a priest might enter the Temple courtyard to pray 
or witness the offerings being sacrificed by others. Some 
hold that in any event, a priest must sanctify his hands and 
feet before entering the Sanctuary, per the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud (Yoma 3:3). According to the Rambam, this requirement 
has the status of rabbinic law. 


All concede - atin Son: During the Yom Kippur service, 
each time the High Priest changes between the golden 
vestments and the white vestments, he must sanctify his 
hands and feet, immerse in a ritual bath, and sanctify his 
hands and feet again. A disagreement is cited in tractate 
Yoma (34b) as to whether the first of the two sanctifications 
should be performed before or after he removes the vest- 
ments he was wearing. Rav Aha bar Ya'akov states that there 
is no disagreement with regard to the second sanctification; 
it must be performed after the High Priest has already the 
put on vestments he will now wear. 


Perek II 
Daf20 Amuda 


NOTES 

Since it is sanctified in a service vessel - amy witty 
nw pa: In general, the disqualification of being left over- 
night applies to an offering only once its service has begun, 
e.g., once a meal offering or libation has been sanctified in 
a service vessel. Since sanctification of the hands and feet is 
considered part of the service, perhaps this principle applies 
to the water in the Basin as well. 
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The Gemara asks: But according to the other Sage, Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, as well, isn’t it written: “When they come 
near”? How does he interpret this term? The Gemara responds: 
If only “when they go into” had been written, and “when they 
come near” had not been written, I would say that even for an 
entrance with no purpose," i.e., where the priest has no intention 
of performing rites, he must sanctify his hands and feet. Therefore, 
the Merciful One wrote: “When they come near.” 


The Gemara rejects this: How could one have thought that the priest 
must sanctify his hands and feet for an entrance with no purpose? 
Isn’t is written in the same verse: “To minister”? Rather, according 
to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, “when they come near” is 
necessary for the halakha taught by Rav Aha bar Yaakov. As Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov says: All concede" with regard to the second 
sanctification performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur after 
each immersion that he must sanctify his hands and feet while he 
is dressed in the priestly vestments, as the verse states: “Or when 
they come near to the altar to minister.” The verse indicates that 
one who is lacking only to come near to the altar, i.e., one who is 
in all other ways prepared for the service, may perform this sancti- 
fication. Excluded is this one, who is lacking both dressing and 
coming near. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need the continuation of the verse: 


“To cause an offering by fire to smoke”? 


The Gemara responds: Lest you say that this matter, sanctification 

of the hands and feet, applies only to a rite that is indispensable 
for effecting atonement, e.g., sprinkling the blood on the altar; 
but a rite that is not indispensable for effecting atonement, e.g., 
placing the fats and sacrificial portions of the offering on the altar, 
does not require prior sanctification of the hands and feet, therefore 
this verse teaches us that even such rites require sanctification of 
the hands and feet. 


§ When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said 

that Rabbi Yohanan says: Ilfa raises a dilemma: According to 

the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who says that 
the disqualification of being left overnight is not determinative 

with regard to sanctification of the hands and feet, what is the 

halakha with regard to the water in the Basin? Is it disqualified 

by being left overnight? Do we say: For what purpose is this water? 

It is for the sanctification of the hands and feet, and since sancti- 
fication of the hands and feet itself is not disqualified by being 
left overnight, the halakha should be the same concerning the 

water. Or perhaps, since the water is sanctified in a service vessel," 

i.e. the Basin, it is disqualified by being left overnight, like all other 
items sanctified in service vessels. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: Rabbi 

Yirmeya says that Rabbi Ami says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Ilfa 

then resolved the dilemma: Just as there is a dispute between 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, with 

regard to that issue, i.e., whether sanctification of the hands and 

feet is disqualified overnight, so too there is a dispute between the 

two with regard to this issue, i.e., the water in the Basin. Accord- 
ingly, Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that the water is 

not disqualified by being left overnight. 
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Ravin continued: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Bisna said before Rabbi 
Yirmeya: My teacher, do you say so? But this is what Rabbi Asi 
says that Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Ilfa: With regard 
to a Basin that they did not sink into its pit at night, which 
would have prevented the water from being disqualified by being 
left overnight, a priest sanctifies his hands and feet from it for 
the service of that night, and the next day he does not sanctify 
his hands and feet from it. 


And we discussed it: When Ilfa said that the next day he does 
not sanctify his hands and feet from it, did he mean that he does 
not require sanctification the next day, since sanctification is not 
disqualified overnight? Or perhaps Ilfa meant that it is prohibited 
to sanctify one’s hands and feet from the Basin since the water 
was disqualified by being left overnight? And Rabbi Asi did not 
resolve the issue for us. But you, Master, are resolving the issue 
by claiming that Ilfa ruled explicitly with regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara attempts to resolve the issue: Come and hear a proof 
from a mishna (Yoma 37a): The High Priest ben Katin made twelve 
spigots" for the Basin so that several priests could sanctify their 
hands and feet at once. He also made a mechanism [mukhani]™ 
for sinking the Basin" into water during the night so that its water 
would not be disqualified by being left overnight. What, is it not 
that this mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon? If so, he holds that water of the Basin is 
disqualified by being left overnight. The Gemara responds: No, it 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara challenges: But from the fact that the first clause of 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, one should infer that the latter clause is also 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon. 


The Gemara elaborates: As the first clause teaches (Yoma 35b): At 
one point during the Yom Kippur service, the High Priest would 
come and stand next to his bull,” and his bull was standing 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar with its head to the 
south" and its face to the west.’ And the priest stands to the east 
of the bull, and his face points to the west. This is where he would 
slaughter the bull. Whom have you heard who says that between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar is considered part of the north of 
the courtyard, where it is permitted to slaughter offerings of the 
most sacred order? It is Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. 


He would come next to his bull - ina burg b xa: On Yom Kippur, 
he High Priest sacrifices a bull as a sin offering for himself, his 
amily, and all the members of the priesthood (Leviticus 16:3, 6). 
The bull's slaughter, the burning of its flesh, and the sprinkling 
of its blood resemble the procedures of those offerings of bulls 
hat are burned outside Jerusalem. Its blood is also sprinkled 
between the staves of the Ark in the Holy of Holies. The blood 
of this bull is first sprinkled separately. Afterward it is mixed with 
he blood of the goat sacrificed as a sin offering for the entire 
people, and the mixture is sprinkled on the golden incense 


altar. 


Its head to the south and its face to the west — 251 pind wr 
swab: The image depicts the High Priest preparing to place his 
hands on the bull. The head of the bull is toward the south while 


its face is turned toward the west. 


BACKGROUND 


Priest placing his hands on the bull 


NOTES 

And we discussed it — 713 WY: IIfa’s statement and the 
subsequent discussion before Rav Asi must have been 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon. It is clear that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
who holds that sanctification of the hands and feet is dis- 
qualified overnight, the same applies to the water in the 
Basin (Rashi). Accordingly, since IIfa's statement is ostensi- 
bly unresolved, Rabbi Yirmeya’s statement is problematic. 
According to Rabbeinu Peretz, Ilfa’s statement certainly 
means that the water in the Basin is disqualified over- 
night; the question unresolved by Rav Asi is whether this 
statement should be understood in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi or that of Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon. 


Mechanism — %39: According to most commentaries, 
the mechanism was a wheel used to lower the Basin into 
a pit where water flowed. The Rambam explains that the 
machine described here was a type of barrier surrounding 
the Basin, and the wheel filled the area surrounded by the 
barrier with water from the pit. In this way the water was 
not disqualified because it remained contiguous with the 
water in the pit. 


Its head to the south, etc. — 151 pint qwrt: Consequently, 
both the High Priest and the bull are facing the Sanctuary. 
The bull would not be positioned with its back facing the 
Sanctuary, so that if it defecated it would not constitute 
disrespect (see Yoma 36a). 


HALAKHA 
Ben Katin made twelve spigots — 77 Wy Daw TYY pop a: 
The Basin in the Temple had twelve spigots, such that all of 
the priests participating in the service of the daily offering 
could sanctify their hands and feet at once (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:18). 


Made a mechanism for the Basin — ay) nmn TY: 
A mechanism was made for the Basin to prevent its water 
from being disqualified by being left overnight. The Ram- 
bam, the Ra’avad, and others disagree with regard to the 
nature of this mechanism (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 3:18 and Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:14). 


Come and stand next to his bull - i15 byy b xa: When 
the High Priest comes to place his hands on his bull and 
slaughter it during the Yom Kippur service, or for any other 
offering of the most sacred order, the bull must stand 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar, with its head to 
the south and face turned west. The High Priest stands to 
the east of the bull, facing west, and places his hands on 
the bull and recites his confession (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4: and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:14). 


LANGUAGE 


Mechanism [mukhani] — 13373: From the Greek unxavi, 
méchané, meaning machine. 
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What is the north — pias wp: The verse specifies that 
offerings of the most sacred order must be slaughtered: 
“On the side of the altar northward before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 1:11). The Sages disagree as to the exact area 
delineated by this phrase. All agree that the area behind 
the Entrance Hall is not included, as the Entrance Hall 
interposes between it and the altar (Rashi). 


— na ——__ 
What is the north — jia mpg: The north of the court- 
yard is the area bounded by the courtyard’s north wall, 
the courtyard’s east wall, the altar, and the wall of the 
Entrance Hall, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. This is the area fit for slaughter of offerings 
of the most sacred order (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:15-16). 


nian: Halaf is an Aramaic word for 
knife. This was the common word in many Jewish com- 
munities for a knife used for ritual slaughter. 


Knives [halifot] - 
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What is the north — pay Tpx: 


f A | 
Opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda 


11 ZEVAHIM- PEREK II: 20A-3 yap 


Opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: What is the north?™™ It is the 
area from the northern wall of the altar until the northern wall 
of the Temple courtyard. And opposite the entire altar is con- 
sidered the north; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, adds even 
the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar to the area that 
is considered north. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi adds that even the 
areas to the north in the place where the priests walk, and the 
areas to the north in the place where the Israelites walk. But all 
concede that the area from the Chamber of the Knives [hahalifot]' 
and inward, which is an area to the side, is unfit for slaughtering 
offerings of the most sacred order, as it is not visible from the altar. 


The Gemara rejects the proof: And must you understand that 
the first clause of the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and not the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi? Now, does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi add only to 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, but not add 
to the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? The area 
deemed north according to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
is included in the area deemed north by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Accordingly, since the first clause of the mishna can also be in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, perhaps the 
mishna offers no proof at all with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara reformulates its suggestion: This is what we are say- 
ing: Ifit enters your mind to say that the mishna is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, then let him stand the 

bull in the place where the priests walk and in the place where 

the Israelites walk, since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that those 

areas are also considered north. Why is the bull placed specifically 
between the Entrance Hall and the altar? 


The Gemara rejects this: Rather, what shall you say? Will you say 
that the mishna is only in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? But if so, let him stand the bull 
anywhere from the north wall of the altar to the north wall of 
the Temple courtyard, as everyone agrees that this area is consid- 
ered north. Rather, what have you to say to explain why the bull 
is positioned specifically between the Entrance Hall and the altar? 
It is due to the weakness of the High Priest, so that he need not 
exert himself and walk long distances on Yom Kippur. Here too, 
the mishna may be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and due to the weakness of the High Priest the bull is 
positioned there. 


Opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
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§ Rabbi Yohanan says: If a priest sanctified his hands and feet 
in preparation for the removal of the ashes," the first service 
performed every day in the Temple, which was performed 
before dawn, then the next day, i.e., after dawn, he does not 
need to sanctify them again, as he already sanctified them at 
the beginning of the day’s service. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this state- 
ment? If it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, doesn’t he say that being left overnight disqualifies 
sanctification of the hands and feet? If so, one should be required 
to sanctify them again after dawn. And if it is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, doesn’t he 
say that ifthe priest sanctified his hands and feet at the beginning 
of the service, he does not need to sanctify them again even if 
he continues to perform rites for the next ten days? Why, then, 
does Rabbi Yohanan state only that one who sanctified his hands 
and feet before the removal of the ashes is not required to do so 
after dawn? 


Abaye says: Actually, the statement is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the disqualification of 
sanctification of the hands and feet by being left overnight is 
by rabbinic law. And although the Sages mandate that a priest 
must sanctify his hands and feet every morning, they concede 
that during the period from the rooster’s crow before dawn until 
morning, being left overnight does not disqualify his sancti- 
fication. Therefore, one who sanctifies his hands and feet at the 
rooster’s crow may continue to perform rites after dawn. 


Rava says: Actually, the statement is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. And Rabbi Yohanan 
saw the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, as cor- 
rect with regard to the beginning of the service, i.e., that a priest 
may serve during the day on the strength of sanctification per- 
formed before dawn. But he did not agree with regard to the end 
of the service. Rather, Rabbi Yohanan holds that if a priest sancti- 
fied his hands and feet before participating in the day’s final rites, 
he must sanctify them again the next morning. According to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, one who sanctified his hands 
and feet before sunrise must do so again afterward. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna (Tamid 28b) that 
describes the daily service: His priestly brethren, members of the 
patrilineal family, saw" that the priest who removed the ashes 
descended from the altar with the coal pan in his hands, and they 
ran and arrived at the Basin. They hurried and sanctified their 
hands and their feet with water from the Basin. 


Assuming that these priests had all been serving in the Temple 
through the night, one can ask: Granted, according to Abaye, 
who interprets the statement of Rabbi Yohanan in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi concedes that during the period from the rooster’s crow 
before dawn until morning, being left overnight does not dis- 
qualify sanctification, in accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, who holds that although they served through the night, 
the previous day’s sanctification was disqualified and they must 
sanctify their hands and feet again in the morning, but they may 
do so before dawn. 


NOTES 


For the removal of the ashes - wt mann: The removal 
of the ashes is prescribed in the Torah (see Leviticus 6:1-3). 
At the beginning of the service, one priest removes a 
small amount of ashes from the sacrificial portions of 
the previous day’s offerings in a coal pan and places it 
on the ground next to the altar. The removal of the ashes 
would take place before dawn, usually at the rooster’s 
crow. On Festivals, when the Temple service was more 
lengthy, it might occur even before midnight. After this 
was performed, the other priests would concentrate the 
excess ash on the altar onto the large pile of ashes at its 
center, or remove it from the Temple entirely. 


HALAKHA 


In preparation for the removal of the ashes — nanny 
jw: If a priest sanctified his hands and feet in prepara- 
tion for the removal of the ashes, even if he did so before 
sunrise, he need not sanctify them again to continue to 
participate in the Temple service that day, in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:9). 


His priestly brethren saw, etc. = 131 DTD VIN TINT: 
After the priest who removed the ashes from the altar 
descends, his priestly brethren hurry to sanctify their 
hands and feet. They take shovels and ascend onto the 
altar to put back all the portions of the offerings that had 
not been consumed. They then shovel the ashes from the 
sides of the altar into a pile in the altar’s center (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:13). 
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NOTES 
Does not separate - 775 KoT: According to Rashi, 
this means that the priest did not cease to perform 
the service. The Bah explains that the Gemara means 
that he did not leave the Temple. 


Sanctified his hands and feet and they became 
impure — 820) vom yp wap: This must be refer- 
ring to impurity of the hands only, which is by rabbinic 
law and can be rectified by simply immersing the 
hands in a ritual bath (Rashi). Impurity of the entire 
body, which is by Torah law, requires one to wait until 
nightfall after immersion to become pure. 


Cave water — M1 "72: This includes all water fit for 
ritual immersion. The baraita mentions cave water 
specifically since it was common practice to immerse 
in water collected in cave. 


With a service vessel outside - yina mw dpa: 
If leaving the Temple disqualifies the service, it would 
be unnecessary to teach that one who sanctifies his 
hands and feet outside the Temple is not consid- 
ered to have sanctified them at all (Rashi). Rather, it 
must be that the baraita teaches this case specifi- 
cally because it is only in this case that the service 
is disqualified. 
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They left — ¥?: If a priest's hands leave the boundaries of the 
Temple courtyard, he does not need to sanctify them again, in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 


HaMikdash 5:5). 


Must sanctify them with a service vessel inside — oa wp 
D393 NW: It is a mitzva to sanctify one's hands from the Basin, but 
if one sanctified his hands with water from another service vessel, 
the sanctification is valid after the fact. One may not do so with 


But according to Rava, who interprets the statement in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, but 

who holds that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, during the 

period from the rooster’s crow until morning being left overnight 

disqualifies sanctification, in accordance with whose opinion is 

this mishna? Ifit is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi, then the priests’ sanctification described therein is useless, 
since being left overnight disqualifies it at dawn. And if it is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
doesn’t he say that even if the priest continues to perform rites for 

the next ten days, he does not need to sanctify his hands and feet 

again? Ifso, since the priests were serving throughout the night, they 

should not require sanctification. 


The Gemara responds: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and here we 
are dealing with new priests, who did not serve in the Temple that 
night. Since they are beginning their service now, they must sanctify 
their hands and feet. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha 
with regard to leaving the Temple? Is it effective to disqualify sanc- 
tification of the hands and feet such that the priest must sanctify 
them again when he reenters the Temple? The Gemara elaborates: 
If you say that being left overnight does not disqualify it, perhaps 
that is only because he does not separate’ from the Temple; but 
when leaving the Temple, where the priest separates from the 
Temple, it is possible that the priest becomes distracted from the 
service. If so, he must sanctify his hands and feet again. Or perhaps, 
since it is in his power to return to the Temple at any point, he 
does not become distracted, in which case he does not need to 
sanctify them again. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: If a 
priest sanctified his hands and feet and his hands then became 
impure," he may immerse them to purify them, and he does not 
need to sanctify them again. Ifhe sanctified his hands and they then 
left" the Temple, they retain their sanctity. Apparently, leaving the 
Temple does not disqualify sanctification. 


The Gemara responds: We do not raise the dilemma with regard 
to a case where only his hands left the Temple. In such a case, he 
certainly does not need to sanctify them again. When we raise the 
dilemma, it is with regard to a case where his entire body left the 
Temple; what is the halakha in such a case? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof from a baraita: 
One whose hands and feet are not washed must sanctify them 
with a service vessel inside" the Temple. Ifhe sanctified them with 
a service vessel outside the Temple, or with a non-sacred vessel 
inside, or if he immersed in cave water" and performed the 
service, his service is disqualified. The Gemara infers: The reason 
his service is disqualified is that he sanctified his hands and feet 
with a service vessel outside," but if he sanctified them inside and 
then left, his service is valid. 


HALAKHA 


the Temple, or a sacred vessel outside the Temple, his service is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:10). 


Immersed in cave water - 71 14 bap: If one immerses his 
hands and feet in a ritual bath or natural spring, this is not consid- 
ered valid sanctification for service in the Temple, which must be 
performed with water from a vessel. Immersing one's entire body 
in a ritual bath is also insufficient (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:11; see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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The Gemara responds: Perhaps one can say: What are the circum- 
stances of the case where one sanctified them with a service vessel 
outside? It is a case where he removed only his hands and placed 
them outside the Temple and sanctified them there. Consequently, 
one can infer only that if he sanctified them inside and then left, 
i.e., specifically where he removed only his hand and placed it 
outside, his service is valid. But with regard to a case where his 
entire body left the Temple, you should raise the dilemma. 


Rav Zevid said to Rav Pappa: Come and hear a proof from another 
baraita: In a case where a priest left the boundary of the wall of the 
Temple courtyard," if he left long enough to remain" there for a 
time, he requires immersion. If he left only for a moment, he 
requires sanctification of the hands and feet. Apparently, one who 
leaves even for a brief time requires sanctification. 


Rav Pappa said to him: Here we are dealing with a case where the 
priest left the Temple to cover his legs, a euphemism for defecating, 
or to urinate. It is only for this reason that he must sanctify his 
hands and feet when reentering the Temple. 


The Gemara challenges: But the mishna (Yoma 28a) already teaches 
it explicitly: Anyone who covers his legs" requires immersion 
afterward; and anyone who urinates requires sanctification of the 
hands and feet with water from the Basin afterward. The Gemara 
responds: The redundancy is not difficult. The tanna teaches the 
principle and then explains it" again. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the following 
dispute: With regard to the priest who performs the service of the 
red heifer, which takes place outside the Temple, Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Yosef says: In preparation, he must sanctify his hands and feet with 
a service vessel inside the Temple, as he must before any other 
service, and afterward he leaves the Temple to perform the service. 
And Rabbi Yohanan says: He may sanctify his hands even outside 
of the Temple, and even with a non-sacred vessel, and even with 
an earthenware bowl [ bimkeida].' Apparently, leaving the Temple 
does not disqualify sanctification of the hands and feet. 


Rav Pappa said: ‘The rite of the red heifer is different, since all of 
its acts are performed outside the Temple, unlike other rites. There- 
fore, leaving the Temple does not disqualify sanctification of the 
hands and feet with regard to it. The Gemara asks: If so, why do I 
require that the priest sanctify his hands and feet at all for the ser- 
vice of the red heifer? The Gemara responds: The service of the red 
heifer must be similar to the service of offerings performed inside 
the Temple. 


NOTES 


If he left long enough to remain — ninw ox: Any priest 
who leaves the Temple courtyard in the middle of the service 
must immerse before reentering the Temple, even if he is pure 
(see Yoma 30a). One who leaves the Temple for a long time 
will almost certainly be distracted from the service. When he 
reenters, it is as though he is arriving at the beginning of his 
service, and therefore he requires immersion. One who leaves 
for only a short time does not require immersion, but he still 
must sanctify his hands and feet for having left the courtyard 
at all. 


Teaches the principle and then explains it - w92 Ym "an: 
This explanation is invoked in instances where a general expres- 
sion appearing in one mishna is interpreted as referring to a 
specific case that is taught explicitly in the following mishna. 
Here, the use of this explanation is unusual because the gen- 
eral expression appears in a baraita and the explicit case in a 


mishna. Rashi therefore understands that the latter text, gener- 
ally understood to be a mishna, is actually the next clause of 
that baraita. 


Similar to the service performed inside — 0⁄9 TTY pya: 
Although the red heifer is different from proper offerings in 
several ways, it is still referred to as a sin offering in the Torah, 
and many of the requirements particular to offerings apply to 
it as well, including sanctification of the hands and feet. Nev- 
ertheless, sanctification specifically from the Basin is required 
only for service inside the Temple (see Exodus 30:18-20). Since 
the service of the red heifer is performed outside of the Temple, 
Rabbi Yohanan holds that sanctification of the hands and feet 
in preparation for it may be done from any vessel. It may even 
be preferable to sanctify one’s hands and feet from a vessel that 
is unfit for sanctification in the Temple, in order to emphasize 
this distinction. 


HALAKHA 


Left the boundary of the wall of the Temple courtyard — 
mwg nain mynd yan wx»: If a priest leaves the Temple 
courtyard in order to remain outside for a long time, he must 
immerse before he returns to the Temple. If he left with the 
intention of returning immediately, he need only sanctify 
his hands and feet. If he neither immersed nor sanctified his 
hands and feet, his service is valid after the fact provided that 
he did not become distracted or urinate or defecate outside 
he Temple. The Rambam deems the service valid after the 
act, even though the question is unresolved in the Gemara, 
because the replacement offering one would bring if the 
service were disqualified is itself possibly unnecessary, and 
bringing it would constitute transgression of the prohibi- 
ion against bringing unsanctified animals into the Temple 
courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:5 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Anyone who covers his legs — von oan bp: A priest who 
defecates must immerse afterward and sanctify his hands 
and feet, and a priest who urinates must sanctify his hands 
and feet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:5; 
see Likkutei Halakhot). 


LANGUAGE 
Bowl [mekeida] — 71a: A mekeida is a vessel usually made 
of earthenware. According to the geonim, it was identical 
to the earthenware or wooden vessel known as a kod. The 
mekeida was used primarily for storing drink when traveling, 
and some say it was constructed so as to be easily separated 
into two pieces that could be used separately. 
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NOTES 


What is the halakha with regard to ritual impurity - 7x31» 
yma: This question proves that the aim of sanctification of 
the hands and feet is not to purify the priest, because if that 
were the goal, impurity would certainly disqualify it. Rather, 
sanctification is a form of demonstrating honor for service 
in the Temple. 


Since he needs to allow the sun to set — saya WII m2 
waw awit: This is referring to one who is ritually impure by 
Torah law, who must immerse and then wait until nightfall 
to be permitted to enter the Temple and perform the service. 
One who is impure by rabbinic law, e.g., one who consumes 
impure food or drink, may return to service immediately 
following his immersion (see Para 11:5 and commentaries 
there). 


HALAKHA 


Sanctified his hands and feet and they became impure — 
axa von yp wp: Ifa priest sanctified his hands and 
feet, and “afterward his hands contracted ritual impurity, he 
may immerse them and thereby render them pure. He is not 
required to sanctify them again (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 5:6). 


His entire body became impure — i513 bs gba: If one 
contracts impurity by rabbinic law, e.g., if he ate impure 
food, he may immerse and immediately sanctify his hands 
and feet and continue to serve. If he did not sanctify his 
hands and feet, his service is not disqualified provided that 
he did not become distracted in the interim. Likewise, if one 
contracts impurity by Torah law immediately before sunset, 
such that he may immerse and return to service immediately, 
he must sanctify his hands and feet ab initio. If he did not 
do so, his service is valid after the fact, provided that he 
was not distracted. The Rambam deems the service valid 
after the fact, even though the question is unresolved in the 
Gemara, because the replacement offering one would bring 
if the service were disqualified is itself possibly unnecessary 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:6 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amud a 


HALAKHA 

They would render the priest who burns the heifer ritually 
impure — Mpa ON qw MED wit PRAVA: During the 
Second Temple period, the priest who burned the red heifer 
would be intentionally rendered impure by contact with the 
carcass of a creeping animal or a similar source of impurity, 
and he would then immerse and perform the ritual immedi- 
ately. This was done to counter the opinion of the Sadducees, 
who deemed such a priest unfit to perform the ritual before 
nightfall (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:14). 


— NOTES —— 
One who immersed that day is not unfit - xb ov bap 
Ypa: This exception is derived from the verses describing the 
service of the red heifer (see 17b). Rashi explains that due to 
this exception, the service of the red heifer cannot serve as 
evidence to prove a point about the Temple service generally. 
Alternatively, one may explain that since one who immersed 
that day is considered pure with regard to the red heifer ritual, 
one cannot draw any parallel between him and those who 
are impure with regard to the service generally. 
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§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha 
with regard to a priest who contracts ritual impurity" during 
the service? Is this effective to disqualify the sanctification of 
his hands and feet such that he must sanctify them again when 
he becomes pure? If you say that leaving the Temple does not 
disqualify sanctification, perhaps this is because the person 
remains fit to serve; but here, where the person is unfit for 
service, perhaps he becomes distracted. Or perhaps, since he 
will become fit again when he becomes pure, he takes care not 
to become distracted. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: Ifa 
priest sanctified his hands and feet and they became impure," 
he may immerse them, and he does not need to sanctify them 
again. 


The Gemara responds: We do not raise the dilemma with regard 
to a case where only his hands became impure. When we raise 
the dilemma it is with regard to a case where his entire body 
became impure." The Gemara challenges: But if his entire body 
contracted impurity, let me derive that the sanctification is dis- 
qualified since he needs to allow the sun to set" in order to 
become pure after immersing, and he certainly becomes dis- 
tracted in the interim. The Gemara responds: The dilemma con- 
cerns a case where he became impure adjacent to sunset, so that 
he does not need to wait long after immersing and will not become 
distracted. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the following 
dispute: With regard to the priest who performs the rite of the red 
heifer, Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rabbi Yosef, says: He must sanctify 
his hands and feet with a service vessel inside the Temple, and 
afterward he leaves the Temple to perform the service. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: He may sanctify his hands even outside of the 
Temple, and even with a non-sacred vessel, and even with an 
earthenware bowl. 


And in preparation for the rite of the red heifer, we intentionally 
impart impurity to the priest after he has already sanctified his 
hands and feet, as we learned in a mishna (Para 3:7): They would 
render the priest who burns the heifer ritually impure" and 
immerse him immediately, to remove a misconception from the 
hearts of the Sadducees by means ofa public display of disregard 
for their ruling. As the Sadducees would say: Only by those for 
whom the sun set was the heifer ritual performed. The Sadducees 
believed that it is prohibited for an impure priest who immersed 
that day to burn the red heifer until sunset, when the purification 
process is completed. The Gemara concludes: Since this impurity 
does not disqualify the sanctification of his hands and feet, learn 
from it that impurity does not disqualify sanctification of the 
hands and feet in general. 


The Gemara responds: The service of the heifer is different, as 

one who immersed that day is not unfit’ for performing it, unlike 

any other rite. Likewise, impurity does not disqualify the sancti- 
fication of hands and feet preceding the service of the heifer. The 

Gemara asks: If so, why do I require that the priest sanctify his 

hands and feet at all for the service of the red heifer? The Gemara 

responds: We require that the service of the red heifer be similar 
to the service of offerings performed inside the Temple. 
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§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha 
with regard to a priest who wishes to sanctify his hands and feet 
by dipping them in the Basin" rather than letting the water run 
from it onto them? Must one say that the priest may not do so, 
since the Merciful One states: “And Aaron and his sons shall wash 
their hands and their feet from it” (Exodus 30:19), and not inside 
it? Or perhaps the priest may even use water still inside it." 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Come and hear a proof from a 
baraita: Or if a priest immersed in cave water and performed 
the service, his service is disqualified, since this is not adequate 
sanctification of the hands and feet. From the baraita one infers: 
But if he used water from the Basin in a manner similar to cave 
water," i.e., by immersing his hands, and performed the service, his 
service is valid. 


The Gemara responds: No, it is possible that immersing one’s hands 
in the Basin is insufficient as well. Nevertheless, it was necessary 
for the baraita to mention cave water so that you shall not say: If 
one may immerse his entire body in cave water to purify himself, 
all the more so is it not clear that he may sanctify his hands and 
feet by immersing them in cave water? The baraita therefore teaches 
that despite being fit for immersion of the entire body, cave water 
is unfit for sanctification of the hands and feet. 


§ Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef says: The water in the Basin is disquali- 
fied by being left out, at different times of day for different rites. For 
rites that are permitting factors for an offering, i.e., that must be 
performed before the meat of the offering may be eaten, the water 
is disqualified at sunset, like the permitting factors" themselves, 
which may be performed only during the day. For example, if a 
priest wishes to sprinkle an offering’s blood on the altar, he may not 
sanctify his hands and feet from the Basin unless it was sunk into 
its pit at sunset on the previous day, preventing the water from being 
disqualified. Similarly, for the burning of the offering’s limbs on the 
altar, which may be performed all night, the water in the Basin 
is disqualified at dawn, like the limbs themselves. 


Rav Hisda says: Even for the performance of permitting factors, 
the water is disqualified only at dawn," as it is for the burning of 
the limbs. And Rabbi Yohanan says: Once one has sunk the Basin 
into its pit at the end of the day’s service, reconnecting the water 
in the Basin to flowing water to prevent it from being disqualified, 
he may not raise it up again the entire night. 


NOTES 


Or perhaps even inside it - ‘sina yoy xt ix: According to 
this opinion, the term “from it” may be interpreted to exclude 
water from another vessel, rather than excluding water still 
inside the Basin. It may also be interpreted as teaching only that 
it is permitted to sanctify one’s hands with water running from 
the Basin, on the assumption that immersion is more obviously 
permitted as it is mandated for purification of the entire body 
in a ritual bath. 


Water from the Basin in a manner similar to cave water, etc. — 
ADTA IT KNIT THD "2: If immersion of the hands and feet in 

the Basin were insufficient, the baraita should have listed it and 

allowed the halakha with regard to cave water to be inferred 

a fortiori, since it is clearly less preferable than the water of the 

Basin itself. 


For rites that are permitting factors, the water is like the 
permitting factors — pyama ppd: In such a case, the Basin 
must be sunk into its pit before sunset to connect its water to 
the underground spring, so it will not be considered to have 
remained in the vessel at sunset. Moreover, the water in the 
Basin is disqualified with regard to permitting factors if it was 


raised at any point during the night, since the entire night is 
unfit for performance of the offering’s permitting factors. If 
the Basin is raised during the day, this does not disqualify the 
water with regard to the burning of limbs on the altar, since this 
service may be performed during the day as well. The water is 
disqualified in this respect only at dawn itself. 

Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef’s reasoning is as follows: Since the 
water in the Basin is not itself an offering but is necessary in 
order to allow the performance of particular rites, it is disquali- 
fied by being left out only insofar as the respective rites would 
themselves have been disqualified. 


Even for permitting factors, it is disqualified only at dawn, 
etc. -nanne maya Kyy pyp py rym ys: The reasoning 
behind this claim is as follows: Since the water in the Basin is not 
designated in preparation for any specific rite, it is disqualified 
only after the time for the day's entire service has elapsed, at 
dawn the following day. According to the Shita Mekubbetzet, 
the reason is that since the water in the Basin is in a service 
vessel, it is disqualified at dawn like any offering placed in a 
service vessel. 


HALAKHA 

To sanctify his hands...by dipping them in the Basin - 
Ws...vP wap: A priest may not sanctify his hands and 
feet in the Basin itself or in any other service vessel; he must 
do so in water running from it. The dilemma is unresolved 
in the Gemara, and therefore the Rambam deems the prac- 
tice prohibited ab initio. After the fact, rites performed are 
deemed valid, so as to avoid the possibility of bringing 
an unjustified replacement offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:11 and Kesef Mishne there). 


.8347’2 P19: ZEVAHIM : PEREKII:21A 123 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Is this to say, etc. - ^3) xv): The Gemara assumes at 
this point that according to Rabbi Yohanan, raising the 
Basin at any point during the night would disqualify 
the water in it, even for sanctification in preparation 
for the night's service. 


Perek II 
Daf21 Amud b 


NOTES 

Decree of sinking — saw nya: The commentaries 
disagree with regard to the nature of this decree. The 
ranslation here follows the explanation of Rashi, who 
holds that Rabbi Yohanan agrees in principle with Rav 
Hisda that the water in the Basin is only ever disquali- 
fied at dawn. His opinion differs in that the Basin must 
remain sunk all night by rabbinic decree, lest it be inad- 
vertently left raised at dawn. Others understand that 
Rabbi Yohanan agrees in principle with Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Yosef that if the Basin is raised at night the water is 
disqualified for sanctification prior to rites performed 
during the day, but not for rites that may be performed 
at night. Still, Rabbi Yohanan holds that if the Basin is 
raised at night the water may not be used even in the 
latter capacity due to rabbinic decree, lest the priests 
come to use it in preparation for the day’s rites, or lest 
the Basin be inadvertently left raised at dawn. 

Some understand that the rabbinic decree not only 
prohibits the raising of the Basin at night ab initio, but 
renders the water inside disqualified entirely by rab- 
binic law (see Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: Is this to say" that if the Basin was not sunk 
before sunset the water inside is unfit for the night’s service as 
well? But doesn’t Rabbi Asi say that Rabbi Yohanan says in the 
name of Ilfa: With regard to a Basin that the priests did not sink 
into its pit at night, a priest sanctifies his hands and feet from it for 
the service of that night, and the next day he does not sanctify 
from it? Apparently, for purposes of the night’s service, the water 
in the Basin is not disqualified at sunset. 


The Gemara responds: What does it mean when it says: He may 
not raise it up again? It means that he may not raise it to sanctify 
his hands and feet in preparation for the day’s service; but the water 
is fit for sanctification for the night’s service. 


The Gemara asks: If so, this is the same as the opinion of Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Yosef, i.e., that for purposes of the day’s service the water 
in the Basin is disqualified at sunset, and for purposes of the night’s 
service it is disqualified at dawn. 


The Gemara responds: The difference between them is that accord- 
ing to Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef, if the water is raised at any point 
throughout the night, it is disqualified for sanctification prior to the 
day’s services. According to Rabbi Yohanan, the water is not dis- 
qualified unless the Basin is raised at the break of dawn, but the 
Sages issued a rabbinic decree of sinking" the Basin into its pit all 
night ab initio, so that it would not be raised at dawn accidentally. 


The Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Yohanan really hold that the Basin 
must be sunk all night? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: If a priest 
sanctified his hands and feet in preparation for the removal of the 
ashes before dawn, then the next day he does not need to sanctify 
them again, as he already sanctified them at the beginning of the 
day’s service? Evidently, the Basin is raised before dawn. 


The Gemara elaborates: Granted, according to Rava, who inter- 
prets that statement in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, that sanctification of the hands and 
feet is not disqualified overnight (see 20a), this statement that the 
Basin must be sunk all night is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that sanctification of the hands 
and feet is disqualified at dawn. Accordingly, he holds that the water 
in the Basin is disqualified as well. 


But according to Abaye, who interprets that statement in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the first statement 

of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is difficult to reconcile with this other 

statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: What is different there that 

one must sink the Basin all night, and what is different here, with 

regard to sanctification prior to removal of the ashes, that one does 

not need to sink it? 


The Gemara responds: There is no contradiction. Prior to removal 
of the ashes, one raises the Basin and then sinks it again so that it 
will not remain raised at dawn and render the water disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why does Rabbi Yohanan say that the priest 
does not sanctify his hands and feet again the next day? If the water 
has not been disqualified, why would the priest need to avoid sanc- 
tifying his hands and feet with it? The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Yohanan means to say that he does not need to sanctify them again 
for service on the same day, not that he is prohibited from doing so. 
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The Gemara asks: Is this to say that according to Rabbi Yohanan, 
if one raised the Basin at night and sank it again before dawn, it 
remains fit for sanctification prior to performing the offering’s 
permitting factors that day? If so, Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion is the 
same as that of Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara responds: The difference between them is that accord- 
ing to Rav Hisda, there is no mitzva of sinking" the Basin into its 
pit throughout the night, whereas Rabbi Yohanan holds that there 
is a mitzva of sinking the Basin into its pit all night ab initio. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Hisda from 
amishna (Tamid 28b): The priests would not see the priest perform- 
ing the removal of the ashes, nor would they hear his voice. Rather, 
they were unaware of his actions until they would hear the sound 
of the wood with which ben Katin made a mechanism for sinking 
the Basin into water during the night. And when they heard the 
sound of the mechanism, they would say to each other: The time 
for sanctifying hands and feet from the Basin has come. The 
Gemara asks: What, is it not that they heard the mechanism raising 
the Basin? Apparently, the mechanism would sink it during the 
night, in contradiction to the opinion of Rav Hisda, who holds that 
there was no need to sink it overnight. 


The Gemara responds: No, they heard the mechanism sinking 
the Basin, which had been raised all night. The Gemara asks: If 
the mechanism were sinking it, would its sound be audible? No 
mechanism is necessary to lower the Basin; it can simply be lowered 
with a chain. The Gemara responds: The priest would still sink it 
by using a wheel, which would make a sound. 


The Gemara presents another version of the answer: The priest 
would deliberately sink it by its wheel" so that its sound would be 
audible, and the other priests would hear and come to begin the 
service. The Gemara asks: But wasn’t there Gevini the crier,®> who 
would notify the priests of the beginning of the service? The Gemara 
responds: They would make two conspicuous markers for the 
beginning of the service: The sound of the wheel and the crier. Any- 
one who heard from this marker would come, and anyone who 
heard from that marker would come. 


§ Having mentioned a halakha earlier (19b), the Gemara addresses 
the matter itself: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: With 
regard to any Basin that does not contain enough water for four 
priests to sanctify their hands and feet from it, the priests may 
not sanctify their hands and feet with it, as itis stated: “That Moses 
and Aaron and his sons might wash their hands and their feet 
from it” (Exodus 40:31). 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: The priests may 
sanctify their hands and feet from all vessels, whether they can 
hold a quarter-log" of water 


NOTES 


Mitzva of sinking — 237" myn: Although Rav Hisda agrees that 
he Basin must be sunk before dawn, Rabbi Yohanan holds that 
it must be sunk all night (Rashi). According to Tosefot Rabbeinu 
Peretz, Rav Hisda concedes even that the Basin must be sunk at 
he beginning of the night. His opinion differs from that of Rabbi 
Yohanan only in that he holds that if raised during the night, the 
Basin need not be lowered again immediately, but may remain 
raised until soon before dawn. 


Sink it by its wheel — mnwana a ypwna: According to Rashi, 
here is no difference in the content of the two answers, which 
merely use two different words to describe the wheel. According 
o Tosafot, the second answer posits that the mechanism would 
make a sound as it lowered the Basin, while according to the first 


answer, the Basin would be lowered on a wheel only so that it 
would make a sound when raised again. 


Quarter-log — n37: This is a liquid measure, held by some to be 
the equivalent of 86 cc and by others 150 cc. It is certainly less than 
the amount necessary for four priests to sanctify their hands and 
feet. In several contexts, a quarter-/og serves as a standard unit of 
measurement. For example, itis the minimum amount of wine over 
which kiddush may be recited; it is the amount of wine for which a 
nazirite receives lashes if he drinks it; and it is the minimum amount 
of certain foods which, if one transfers them from one domain to 
another on Shabbat, render one liable for transgressing the prohibi- 
tion against carrying on Shabbat. 


BACKGROUND 
Crier — t193: The crier was responsible for keeping 
time in the Temple. He or one of his men would 
announce, at the proper time: Arise, priests to your 
services, Levites to your platforms, and Israelites to 
your posts. It is recounted that the crier’s voice could 
be heard at a distance of three parasangs. 
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NOTES 
Drills [kode’ah] - mip: Rashi interprets the word kode‘ah 
as meaning to drill, referring to one who drills a hole in the 
Basin and attaches a small service vessel to it. The Basin itself 
must hold enough water for four priests, but the small vessel 
need not. According to Tosafot, the word kode‘ah means to 
draw water from the Basin using a small service vessel. The 
word is used in both senses in other contexts. 


From it, etc. — ^3) 3313: Rashi interprets this challenge as 
directed not at Rav Adda bar Aha’s statement but at the 
baraita itself, which states that one may sanctify the hands 
and feet from any service vessel. 


A fortiori from the base of the Basin — iaa Wim bp: T The 
base of the Basin was shaped like an overturned bowl or 
box and could contain water (see Tosafot and Hok Natan). 


| have equated [hikkashtiv] - výp: In halakhic midrash, 
his term usually denotes the juxtaposition of two subjects 
in the Torah in order to indicate that they share some feature. 
Here, the equation of the Basin and its base with regard to 
heir material is explicit in the verse (Rashi). According to the 
Sefat Emet, it is the redundant repetition of the word “copper” 
in the verse that teaches that this is the only feature that the 
Basin and its base must share. 
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Where one drills — M3173: One may sanctify his hands and 
feet from any service vessel, even one that does not hold 
a quarter-/og of water. The Ra’avad writes that this applies 
only when one draws the water into that vessel from the 
Basin, which must contain enough water for four priests to 
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HALAKHA 


or they cannot hold a quarter-log of water, provided that they 
are service vessels. Apparently, the Basin need not hold so much 
water. 


Rav Adda bar Aha says: The baraita is referring to a case where 
one drills a hole in the Basin and places a much smaller vessel 
at the hole as a conduit for the water. Even if that vessel is very 
small, the priest may sanctify his hands and feet from it, provided 
that there is enough water in the Basin for four priests. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the Merciful One state that the 
priests must wash their hands and feet “from it,’ i.e., from the 
Basin and not from another vessel? The Gemara responds: The 
following verse repeats the phrase “they should wash,’ to include 
any service vessel. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, then it should be permitted for a 
priest to use anon-sacred vessel as well. Abaye says: You cannot 
say that a priest may sanctify his hands and feet from a non-sacred 
vessel, since the matter may be derived by a fortiori inference 
from the halakha concerning the base of the Basin:" And just as 
its base, which was anointed along with it (see Exodus 40:11), is 
still not fit for a priest to sanctify his hands and feet with water 
from it, then with regard to a non-sacred vessel, which was not 
anointed along with the Basin, is it not right that it is not fit 
for a priest to sanctify his hands and feet with water from it? 


The Gemara clarifies: And from where do we derive that water 
from the base of the Basin is unfit? As it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yehuda says: One might have thought that water from 
its base should be fit for priests to sanctify their hands and feet 
just as water from the Basin itselfis fit to sanctify their hands and 
feet. Therefore, the verse states: “You shall also make a Basin of 
copper, and the base thereof of copper” (Exodus 30:18). The 
verse indicates that I have equated" the base and the Basin only 
with regard to the requirement that they both be made of copper, 
but not for another matter. Rather, the base, unlike the Basin, 
is unfit for sanctification. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: The a fortiori infer- 
ence can be refuted: What is notable about its base? It is notable 
in that its inside is not made for use, as it is to be used only as a 
stand. Will you say that the halakha is the same for a non-sacred 
vessel, concerning which its inside is made for use? Rather, one 
must say that the term “from it” serves to exclude a non-sacred 
vessel." 


The Gemara challenges: If so, “from it” should exclude a service 
vessel as well. The Gemara responds: But the Merciful One 
amplifies the halakha with the term “they should wash,” to 
include a service vessel. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to include a 
service vessel and exclude a non-sacred vessel, rather than the 
reverse? The Gemara responds: This, a service vessel, requires 
anointing like the Basin when the Tabernacle is raised (see Exo- 
dus, chapter 40), and that, a non-sacred vessel, does not require 
anointing like the Basin. 


sanctify their hands and feet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot To exclude a non-sacred vessel -bin bp wyb: It is a mitzva 


Biat HaMikdash 5:11, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


to sanctify the hands and feet from water in the Basin. If one 
sanctified them from another service vessel, the sanctification 
is valid. One may not use a non-sacred vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:10). 
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§ Reish Lakish says: Any liquid that may be used to complete" 
the requisite measure of water for a ritual bath® may complete the 
requisite measure of water for the Basin. But it may not complete 
the quarter-log required for ritual washing of the hands. 


The Gemara asks: This statement means to exclude what as unfit 
for completing the requisite measure for ritual washing of the 
hands? If we say that it means to exclude liquefied clay," there 
is a difficulty, as what is this clay like? If it is such that a cow can 
kneel and drink from it, it is considered water and should be fit 
even to complete the measure of a quarter-log for ritual washing 
of the hands. And if a cow cannot kneel and drink from it, it 
should not even be fit to complete the requisite measure for a 
ritual bath. 


Rather, say that it means to exclude red gnats that originate and 
grow in water. This, too, is difficult, as even by themselves they 
may constitute the entire measure of the ritual bath, not only to 
complete a deficient measure of water; as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With regard to anything that 


originates in the water," one may immerse in it, since it is consid- 


ered as though it were water. And Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi says: 
One may immerse even in liquefied fish eye of sufficient volume. 


Rav Pappa says: The statement of Reish Lakish means to exclude 
a case where one added a se‘a® and removed ase‘a," as we learned 
in a mishna (Mikvaot 7:2): In the case of a ritual bath that contains 
the minimum measure of exactly forty sea of water, and one added 
a sea of liquid other than water, and then removed a se‘a of the 
mixture, the ritual bath remains fit. The added liquid is considered 
nullified in the forty sea of water, so that when one sea of the 
mixture is removed, there still remain the requisite forty se‘a of fit 
water. And Rav Yehuda bar Sheila says that Rav Asi says that 
Rabbi Yohanan says that this halakha applies up to the greater 
part of the measure of the ritual bath. Adding and removing 
such a liquid to the requisite measure for washing of the hands 
renders the water unfit. 


Rav Pappa says: If one drilled’ in the wall of a ritual bath, and 
the sides of the hole can hold a quarter-log of liquid, one may 
immerse small vessels such as needles” and hooks? in the hole, 
even though it constitutes a space separate from the ritual bath, 
since the fitness of the water in the hole derives from the fitness 
of the water in the ritual bath. This halakha is parallel to the one 
discussed with regard to the Basin. 


HALAKHA 


Any liquid that may be used to complete, etc. - p>wan bs 
^a: Any liquid that may constitute part of the requisite measure 
of water in a ritual bath may do so for the Basin as well, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:12). 


Liquefied clay — pitan wu: Liquefied clay from which a cow 
can drink is counted as part of the volume of a ritual bath, 
and one must immerse in the clear portion of the bath. It also 
counts toward the requisite volume of the Basin and toward 
the quarter-log required for washing of the hands. If the clay is 
so thick that a cow cannot drink from it, it is unfit for all these 
purposes. In citing this halakha, the Shulhan Arukh makes refer- 
ence to water that was polluted by clay, positing that it is fit to 
constitute the requisite volume for a ritual bath or washing of 
the hands provided that a dog is able to drink it (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:3, 8:9, 11:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
160:9 and Yoreh De'a 201:32). 


That originates in the water - ova jin nyna: One may 
immerse in any substance or item that originates in the water, 
eg., red gnats. So too, one may immerse in liquefied fish eye. 
One may also wash one’s hands with these substances. Accord- 
ing to the Rema, both the gnats and fish eyes must be liquefied 


(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 160710 and Yoreh De‘a 201:33). 


Added a se'a and removed a se’a - axp bon MD [Na: Ifa ritual 
bath contains exactly forty sea of water, and one sea of some 
other liquid, e.g., fruit juice, liquid in which foods have been 
pickled, or fermented mead, falls into it, and one then removes 
one sea of the mixture, the remaining forty se'a remain fit as 
a ritual bath, in accordance with the statement of Rav Pappa 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 201:24). 


Up to the greater part — 1319 43: According to the Rambam, if 
a ritual bath contains exactly forty se’‘a, and one adds one sea of 
drawn water and then removes one sea from the mixture, the 
remainder is fit. One may repeat the procedure until the added 
water composes the greater part of the volume of liquid in the 
ritual bath. The Shulhan Arukh rules in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rosh that this principle holds only with regard 
to fruit juice and other liquids not fit to constitute part of the 
ritual bath’s volume, but one may add and remove drawn water 
ad infinitum (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:24). 


BACKGROUND 

Ritual bath - mp: Forty sea is the minimum quantity of 
water necessary for a ritual bath, which is the equivalent 
of eighty hin or 5,760 egg-bulks. The forty-se’a measure 
serves as the basis for all modern calculations of the various 
talmudic measures of volume, since the Talmud teaches 
that the dimensions of a ritual bath must be three cubits by 
one cubit by one cubit; this is the equivalent of forty se'a in 
volume. Consequently, according to the standard method 
of converting talmudic measurements of Rav Hayyim Na'e, 
a ritual bath must contain 332 2 of water, and according to 
the Hazon Ish, it must contain 573 2. 


Se‘a — Mxb: A se'a is a measure of dry volume first men- 
tioned in Genesis 18:6. It is used by the Sages as a point of 
reference for all measures of volume. Every sea contains six 
kav, which equals twenty-four /og. Estimates of the modern 
equivalent of a sea range from 7.2 to 14.4 2. 


Hooks [tzinoriyyot] - niyix»¥: This word denotes a long 
needle, usually made of metal. Some of these had straight 
ends, some were hooked, and some were forked. These 
implements were used for various purposes, e.g., knitting, 
spinning, as tongs, and for catching and holding other 
items such as hot coals or food. They could also be used as 
parts for jewelry, hooking rings onto the ear or nose, or as 
a means for fastening a load onto a wagon. 


NOTES 
Liquefied [hannadok] clay — pitan w: Rashi interprets 
his as clay watered down to the point of being a liquid, 
such that it can be poured between vessels. Many sources 
ave a version of the text that reads hannaruk, literally 
meaning: Pourable. 


Up to the greater part - ia ty: According to Josafot, 
his limitation applies only to liquid not fit to constitute 
even part of the requisite measure of a ritual bath, e.g., clay. 
Drawn water, which may constitute part of the measure 
of a ritual bath, may be added and removed ad infinitum. 
According to the Rambam, this limitation applies spe- 
cifically to drawn water. The Kesef Mishne explains that if 
it were permitted to add and remove drawn water indefi- 
nitely, one might receive the incorrect impression that a 
ritual bath composed entirely of drawn water is fit. 


Drilled [kadah] - np: As with regard to the Basin, Rashi 
interprets this word as denoting drilling, while Tosafot inter- 
pret it to mean drawing a small amount of water from the 
ritual bath. 


One may immerse needles - poma.. p paon: By Torah law, 
a quarter-log of water is a sufficient measure for the immer- 
sion of vessels, provided that they can be fully immersed 
in the water. The measure of forty sea is required only for 
the immersion of people. The Sages decreed that even 
small vessels must be immersed in a full-sized ritual bath. 
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NOTES 
Water of a ritual bath — mpa »3: Any water that has 
collected naturally in one place, e.g., rainwater, is 
fit for use as a ritual bath. All impurity is purged by 
such water, except that for which the Torah explicitly 
requires flowing water (see Leviticus 15:13). 


But didn’t Rabbi Shmuel teach [tanna] - xan xm 
Sxanw %3: The original context of this statement is 
unclear (Rashi). It seems that the text should read: 

Tanna devei Shmuel, i.e., the tanna of the school of 
Shmuel. In any event, the statement poses a chal- 
lenge to the Gemara's reasoning, since it indicates that 
water dedicated for use in the Basin, which therefore 
has a modifier, i.e., Basin water, is undesirable, and 
perhaps even unfit, for rites concerning which the 
Torah specifies that water be used. 


HALAKHA 
Not with wine, etc. — 131 ]92 xb: One must wash the 
innards of the offerings with water. One may not do so 
with wine, wine mixed with water, or any other liquid. 
All types of water are fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:6). 
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It may be another type of water - 77 nia IX: All types of 
water, whether flowing water or collected water, are fit for sanc- 
tification of the hands and feet, provided that its appearance 
is that of water. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis and Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Biat HaMikdash 5:12). 
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HALAKHA 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya says that Reish Lakish says: Water of a ritual 
bath’ is fit to be used as water of the Basin. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that the water in the Basin does 
not need to be flowing water, i.e., spring water? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita: The verse indicates that the innards of an offering 
must be washed: “With water” (Leviticus 1:9), and not with wine;" 
“with water,’ and not with wine mixed with water; “with water,’ to 
include other types of water, even those that are not spring water. 
And it can be inferred a fortiori that the water used for the Basin 
may be used to wash the innards. What is the basis of the a fortiori 
inference that the water used for the Basin may also be used? Is it 
not that it is from a source of flowing water and therefore obviously 
fit for washing the innards? 


The Gemara responds: No, the a fortiori inference is based on the 
fact that the water used for the Basin is sanctified for the service. 
The Gemara asks: But is sanctified water preferable, given that 
the Torah stipulates simply “water”? But didn’t Rabbi Shmuel 
teach: The word “water” used in the verse denotes specifically 
water whose name has no modifier; 


excluded is water of the Basin, which has a modifier in its name? 
Rather, since the baraita cannot be referring to the water of the 
Basin itself, as it is unfit for washing the innards, is it not referring 
to water that is fit to be water of the Basin? Apparently, the only 
reason such water could be preferable is because it is flowing water. 


The Gemara responds: The issue is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to the water of the Basin, 
Rabbi Yishmael says: It must be spring water, i.e., flowing water, 
and the Rabbis say: It may be another type of water." 


§ The mishna teaches that a priest who is uncircumcised" disqua- 
lifies sacrificial rites he performs. The Gemara elaborates: From 
where do we derive this? Rav Hisda says: We did not learn this 
matter from the Torah of Moses, our teacher; rather, we learned 
it from the words of the prophet Ezekiel, son of Buzi: “No stranger, 
uncircumcised in heart or uncircumcised in flesh, shall enter 
into My Sanctuary to serve Me” (Ezekiel 44:9). 


And from where do we derive that he desecrates the service after 
the fact? As it is written: “In that you have brought in strangers, 
uncircumcised in heart or uncircumcised in flesh, to be in My 
Sanctuary, to profane My house” (Ezekiel 44:7). 


The Sages taught: The verse states “stranger”; one might have 
thought that this is referring to an actual stranger, i.e., a gentile. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Uncircumcised in heart,” to indicate 
that it is referring to a priest rather than a gentile. If so, what is 
the meaning when the verse states: “Stranger”? It is referring to 
one whose actions are considered estranged from his Father in 
Heaven, i.e., an apostate, who sins regularly. And I have derived 
only that one uncircumcised in heart is unfit to serve; from where 
is it derived that one uncircumcised in flesh is unfit as well? The 
verse states: “Or uncircumcised in flesh.” 


Uncircumcised — Srp: One whois uncircumcised is considered punished with death at the hand of Heaven (Rambam Sefer 
as though he were a gentile, as it is written: “No stranger...or 
uncircumcised in flesh.” Therefore, if one who is uncircumcised 
performs sacrificial rites, his service is disqualified and he is 
liable to receive lashes as though he were a non-priest who 


Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 6:8). 


performed the sacrificial rites. However, he is not liable to be 
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The Gemara notes: And both phrases in the verse are necessary. 
As, had the Merciful One written only: “Uncircumcised in flesh,” 
one might think that only he is unfit because he is disgusting in that 

he possesses a foreskin, but concerning one uncircumcised in heart, 
who is not disgusting, I will say that he is not unfit. And had the 

verse taught us only that one uncircumcised in heart is unfit, one 

might think that only he is unfit, because his heart is not directed 

toward Heaven, but one uncircumcised in flesh, whose heart is 

directed toward Heaven, I will say that he is not unfit. Therefore, 
both phrases are necessary. 


§ The mishna teaches that a ritually impure priest is unfit for 
Temple service and disqualifies rites he performs. The Elders of 
the South? said: They taught this only with regard to one who 
became impure due to contact with the carcass of a creeping 
animal." But with regard to a priest who became impure due to 
contact with a corpse,"™! since he can effect acceptance of his rites 
for communal offerings" ab initio if the majority of the community 
has contracted impurity from a corpse, he can effect acceptance’ 
of his rites for individual offerings as well after the fact. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let it be derived that one impure due to 
the carcass of a creeping animal can also effect acceptance for 
communal offerings in cases of communal impurity ab initio, and 
for individual offerings after the fact, by a fortiori inference from 
one impure due to a corpse: Just as a priest who is impure due 
to a corpse, who requires sprinkling of the water containing the 
ashes of the red heifer on the third and seventh day to be purified, 
still effects acceptance, then with regard to one who is impure 
due to the carcass of a creeping animal, who does not require 
sprinkling on the third and seventh day, is it not right that he 
should also effect acceptance? 


The Gemara responds: The Elders of the South hold that the 
halakha with regard to those who effect atonement is like those 
who achieve atonement: Just as with regard to those who achieve 
atonement through communal offerings, i.e., the community, only 
if a majority is impure due to a corpse may the offering be sacrificed 
in a state of impurity, but if they are impure due to the carcass of a 
creeping animal it may not, so too with regard to those who effect 
atonement, i.e., the priests, if they serve when they are impure 
due to a corpse, yes, their service achieves atonement, but if they 
serve when they are impure due to the carcass of a creeping animal, 
it does not. 


The response of the Gemara assumes that communal offerings 
may not be brought when the majority of the community is impure 
due to a creeping animal. The Gemara therefore asks: What do 
the Elders of the South hold with regard to the Paschal offering? If 
they hold that one may not slaughter it nor sprinkle its blood on 
the altar for an owner who is impure due to a creeping animal, even 
though he can immerse and become pure in time to eat the offering 
that night, then one may ask: Why can’t the community perform 
communal offerings in such a state of impurity? Isn’t it a principle 
that for any impurity for which an individual may not sacrifice the 
Paschal offering and is deferred to the second Pesah, the community 
may perform its offerings in such a state of impurity? 


Ritual impurity imparted by a corpse — mai mesiaw: Corpses are 
he ultimate primary source of ritual impurity [avi avot hatumal. 
A person or item rendered ritually impure by a corpse becomes 
ritually impure at the level of a primary source of ritual impurity 
av hatuma] and imparts that ritual impurity to people and gar- 
ments for a period of seven days. A corpse transfers ritual impurity 
by contact, by being carried, and, uniquely, by what is known as 
impurity imparted in a tent. The latter form of transference takes 
place if an individual enters a room that contains a human corpse. 
Ritual impurity is caused not only by a whole corpse but also by 


BACKGROUND 
parts of it, though there are many complex details with regard to 
the parts of a body considered significant enough to impart this 
form of ritual impurity. Many authorities claim that only corpses 
of Jews impart this impurity. Another unusual feature of ritual 
impurity imparted by corpses is that a metal utensil or vessel that 
touches a corpse assumes the status of the corpse itself and causes 
anyone who touches it or comes under the same roof with it to 
become ritually impure at the level of a primary source of ritual 
impurity. The halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse 
appear primarily in tractate Oholot. 


PERSONALITIES 


Elders of the South — n477 3771: This is a group of Sages 
that lived in Judea, the South of Eretz Yisrael, especially 
in Lod and the surrounding area, during the amoraic 
period. During that period, the majority of the Jews 
in Eretz Yisrael lived in the Galilee, where the most 
important Torah centers were located as well. Still, 
despite the destruction of the Jewish communities 
of Judea in the revolts against the Romans, some 
Sages survived there, preserving their own traditions. 
These traditions are relayed by bar Kappara and Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi. 


NOTES 
Impure due to a creeping animal — YW sv: This 
includes other impurities of the same severity, e.g., 
that of a leper or a zav. Only impurity due to a corpse 
was permitted for communal offerings. 


Impure due to a corpse - 19 KAY: This is referring 
specifically to one who has not yet undergone sprin- 
kling of the water of purification. Once the water 
has been sprinkled upon him on the third and sev- 
enth days of the purification process, the impurity is 
reduced to the level of that contracted from a creep- 
ing animal. He need only immerse and will be fully 
pure at nightfall (Tosafot). 


Can effect acceptance for communal offerings — 
aya myx yaw: The verse states: “Let the children of 
Israel keep the Passover in its appointed season” 
(Numbers 9:2), indicating that the Paschal offering 
must always be sacrificed at its appointed time, even 
if this means it will be done in a state of impurity. 
This halakha is extended to all offerings that have 
appointed times. 

Additional details with regard to this halakha are 
derived from the continuation of the verses: “If any 
man of you or of your generations shall be impure 
by reason of a dead body, or be in a journey afar off, 
he shall perform the Paschal offering to the Lord. In 
the second month on the fourteenth day at dusk 
they shall perform it” (Numbers 9:10-11). From the 
phrase “any man” it is derived that only individuals 
are deferred to the second Pesah; if the community 
becomes impure they are not deferred. The verse also 
indicates that this halakha applies only to impurity 
imparted by a corpse, and not to lesser impurities. 

According to Rabbeinu Tam, this halakha applies 
to lesser impurities as well, but to a different extent. If 
the majority of the community has contracted impu- 
rity due to a corpse, they may bring their offerings 
and also partake of the meat. If they have contracted 
impurity from a creeping animal or equivalent source, 
they may sacrifice the Paschal offering but may not 
partake of its meat. 


He can effect acceptance — A¥Va: This does not mean 
that he may perform rites for individual offerings 
ab initio; rather, if he transgresses the prohibition 
and does so, the offering is accepted after the fact. 
Although he performed the service in a state of impu- 
rity, the High Priest's frontplate effects acceptance 
for the offering. 


HALAKHA 


Impure due to a corpse, etc. — 3) 79 xia: All offer- 
ings, individual or communal, that have an appointed 
time override the prohibition against performing 
service while impure. In other words, if the majority 
of the community, or of the priests, or the sacred ves- 
sels contracted impurity from a corpse, the necessary 
offering is performed anyway in a state of impurity, 
and both pure and impure priests may participate. 
This applies only to impurity imparted by a corpse 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:9-11). 
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NOTES 

Rather they must hold, etc. - ^3) 297 Kby: 
Since one impure due to a creeping animal can 
immerse and become pure in time to partake of 
the Paschal offering that night, he is not deferred 
to the second Pesah. By extension, one infers that 
there is no communal exemption for this type of 
impurity; rather, those priests who are pure must 
perform the service, and the community must 
immerse and partake of the offering that night. 


LANGUAGE 

Shouted [teka] - ypm: This translation follows 
the opinion of Rashi, who interprets the word to 
denote a blast [tekia] like that of a shofar (see Bava 
Kamma 18b). Exclamation may have been typical 
of Reish Lakish’s personality, as one also finds in 
tractate Kiddushin (44a): Reish Lakish screamed at 
them like a crane. 


HALAKHA 
May send his offerings - pnia prowa: One 
who is impure due to a creeping animal or a source 


of impurity of similar severity, or one who is uncir- 


cumcised, may send his offerings to be sacrificed 
on his behalf. The Paschal offering may not be 
sacrificed for one impure due to a creeping animal 
until he immerses. If one is impure due to a corpse, 
no offering may be sacrificed for him until he is 
pure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
2:12 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:1). 


Perek II 
Daf23 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


For those who registered for it — wand: The Pas- 


chal offering may be slaughtered only for those 
who registered for it in advance (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:1). 
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Rather, they must hold" that one may slaughter the Paschal offering 
and sprinkle its blood for an owner who is impure due to a creeping 
animal. Accordingly, the community may not offer the Paschal offering 
in such a state of impurity. 


Ulla says: Reish Lakish shouted [teka]! to the Elders of the South: 
But which power is greater to overcome impurity with respect to 
offerings, the power of those who effect atonement, i.e., the priests, 
or the power of those who achieve atonement, the offerings’ owners? 
Since the Elders of the South hold that the Paschal offering may be 
sacrificed for an owner who is impure due to a creeping animal, while 
a priest who is similarly impure may not sacrifice any offering, you 
must say that the power of those who achieve atonement is greater. 


If so, your initial statement that a priest who contracted impurity from 
a corpse can effect acceptance for individual offerings can be refuted 
a fortiori: And just as in a case where the owner became impure due 
to a creeping animal, he may send his offerings" for sacrifice, and yet 
a priest who became impure due to a creeping animal cannot effect 
acceptance, then in a case where the owner became impure due to 
a corpse, where he may not send his offerings for sacrifice, is it not 
right that a priest who became impure due to a corpse cannot effect 
acceptance? 


The Gemara responds: The Elders of the South hold that an owner 
who is impure due to a corpse may also send his offerings, even 
though he will not be able to partake of his Paschal offering. Therefore, 
the a fortiori inference does not stand. 


The Gemara protests: But isn’t it written: “If any man of you or of 
your generations shall be impure by reason of a dead body, or be in 
a journey afar off, he shall perform the Paschal offering to the Lord. 
In the second month on the fourteenth day at dusk they shall perform 
it” (Numbers 9:10-11)? Apparently, one impure due to a corpse in 
the first month must defer his Paschal offering to the second month. 
The Gemara responds: The verse intends this as a mitzva ab initio. 
But if he sends his offering in the first month, it is accepted, and he is 
not required to sacrifice a Paschal offering in the second month. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And if the household be too 
little for a lamb, then shall he and his neighbor next to his house take 
one according to the number of the souls; a man, 


according to his eating, you shall make your count for the lamb” (Exo- 
dus 12:4)? This teaches that one may bring the Paschal offering only if 
he is able to partake of it. The Gemara responds: This requirement is 
also meant as a mitzva ab initio; it does not disqualify the offering if 
not fulfilled. 


The Gemara asks: And is this requirement not indispensable even after 
the fact? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that the phrase “according to 
the number of the souls” teaches that the Paschal offering may be 
slaughtered only for those who registered for it" in advance. If the 
Paschal offering was slaughtered for individuals who did not register 
for it, one might have thought that it would only be like transgressing 
a mitzva, but the offering would not be disqualified. Therefore, the 
verse states: “You shall make your count”; the verse repeats the issue 
of counting to stress that the halakha is indispensable, and if one 
slaughters the offering for one who is not registered, it is disqualified. 
The Gemara concludes: And those who eat the offering are juxta- 
posed to those registered for it, as the verse states: “According to the 
number of the souls; a man, according to his eating.” Accordingly, if 
one slaughters the Paschal offering for one who cannot partake of it, 
the offering is disqualified. 
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The Gemara responds: The Elders of the South do not juxtapose 
the phrases, i.e., they do not interpret the verse’s juxtaposition of 
the two phrases as significant. The Gemara asks: But even if they 
do not juxtapose the phrases, there is a refutation to their state- 
ment from this inference as well: And just as ina case where the 
owner became impure due to a creeping animal, where he may 
send his offerings for sacrifice ab initio, a priest who became 
impure due to a creeping animal nevertheless cannot effect 
acceptance, then in a case where the owner became impure due 
to a corpse, where he may not send his offerings ab initio, is it 
not right’ that a priest who became impure due to a corpse 
cannot effect acceptance? 


Furthermore, the Gemara raises an objection from a mishna 
(Pesahim 80b): As the Sages said that with regard to a nazirite and 
one who performs the rite of the Paschal offering, the frontplate 
effects acceptance for offerings sacrificed in a state of impurity 
of the blood," but the frontplate does not effect acceptance 
for offerings sacrificed in a state of impurity of the body" of the 
individual bringing it. 


The Gemara continues: To what impurity is it referring? If we say 
that it is referring to impurity due to a creeping animal, didn’t 
you say above that according to the Elders of the South, one may 
slaughter the Paschal offering and sprinkle its blood for an owner 
who is in a state of impurity due to a creeping animal? Rather, 
it must be referring to impurity due to a corpse, and the mishna 
teaches: The frontplate does not effect acceptance. Evidently, 
if the owner became impure due to a corpse, he may not send 
his offerings for sacrifice, contrary to the opinion ascribed to the 
Elders of the South. 


The Gemara responds: No, if the owner became impure due to 
a corpse, the frontplate indeed effects acceptance for the offering. 
The mishna is not referring to the owners of the offerings at all; 
rather, here we are dealing with a case where the officiating priest 
became impure" due to a creeping animal. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: If it 
became known after the offering was brought that he had con- 
tracted ritual impurity imparted in the depths," i.e., a source 
of impurity that had been unknown at the time, the frontplate 
effects acceptance for the offering. This clause cannot be recon- 
ciled with the suggested interpretation of the mishna, since Rabbi 
Hiyya teaches: They stated this halakha ofimpurity imparted in 
the depths only with regard to impurity due to a corpse." Now, 
when he says that it applies only to impurity due to a corpse, he 
means to exclude what? Does he not mean to exclude impurity 
imparted by the carcass of a creeping animal in the depths? If so, 
the mishna cannot be referring to impurity due to a creeping 
animal. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
Is it not right, etc. — 131} i: This inference 
differs from the one refuted on the previous 
amud in its inclusion of the term: Ab initio. 
Although the Elders of the South hold that one 
impure due to a corpse may send his offerings, 
they concede that ab initio he should not. 


Impurity of the body — 4137 nxaw: The 
Gemara initially assumes that this is referring 
to the body of the offering’s owner, but this 
assumption will later be contested. 


Where the priest became impure, etc. — }133 
^D {71D Kav: The Gemara specifies impurity 
due to a creeping animal because the Elders of 
the South hold that a priest who is impure due 
to a corpse can effect acceptance. According to 
this interpretation, the first clause of the mishna 
applies to all offerings, not only to the Paschal 
offering and those of the nazirite. The mishna 
specifies these cases only because the follow- 
ing clause applies to them exclusively (Rashi). 


Impurity imparted in the depths — nyaw 
DitAN: This is impurity imparted by a source 
unknown to anyone at the time it was con- 
tracted, e.g., if one passed over a place below 
which, unbeknownst to anyone, there was a 
grave. Rashi interprets the term as referring 
to a case of uncertainty as to whether or not 
one contracted impurity, just as one can never 
know the depth of an abyss. It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that if a nazirite 
or one who brings his Paschal offering does so 
in a state of ritual impurity imparted by a grave 
in the depths, and the offering has already been 
slaughtered when the impurity is discovered, 
the frontplate effects its acceptance and he is 
not required to bring a replacement offering. 


The frontplate effects acceptance for impurity of the blood - 
pt meow by ayaa yx: The High Priest's frontplate effects 
acceptance for portions of an offering burned on the altar in an 
impure state. In the case of the Paschal offering, it also effects 
acceptance for an offering whose service was completed when 
the animal’s meat was impure, i.e., ifthe meat contracted impu- 
rity and then the blood was unwittingly sprinkled on the altar, 
the offering is accepted after the fact. The frontplate does not 
effect acceptance for offerings sacrificed while their owners 
were impure. Even if the blood was unwittingly sprinkled in 
such a case, the offering is not accepted. Likewise, if a nazirite 
completes his period of naziriteship and brings his offerings 
and shaves, and only afterward he discovers that he had con- 
tracted impurity from a known source during his naziriteship, 


his naziriteship is negated. He must undergo the rite of the 
impure nazirite and undergo another period of naziriteship to 
fulfill his vow (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7; 


Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2, 6:1-12; and Sefer Hafla‘a, 


Hilkhot Nezirut 6:16). 


Contracted ritual impurity imparted in the depths - xv 
DIANA NxM: One who contracted ritual impurity imparted in 
the depths may slaughter and partake of this Paschal offering 
ab initio. Likewise, if a nazirite brings his final offerings and 
afterward discovers he had contracted impurity from a source 
unknown to all, his naziriteship is not negated. This is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam). 

If a priest performs the service and later discovers that he 


had contracted impurity from a known source, all offerings he 
sacrificed are disqualified. If he had contracted impurity from 
an unknown source, the frontplate effects acceptance for all 
offerings he sacrificed. This applies even if he discovered his 
impurity prior to the sprinkling of the blood, since the frontplate 
effects acceptance even for offerings sacrificed intentionally ina 
state of impurity imparted in the depths (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:6; Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 
4:2; and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:16). 


Only with regard to a corpse - aa nib: Impurity imparted 
in the depths is impurity not known to anyone in the world. The 
term can apply only to impurity due to a corpse (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 6:18). 
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NOTES 

Impurity imparted by ziva in the depths - innn nx 
TT: Ziva is treated more stringently than impurity due toa 
creeping animal, since it originates in the body of the impure 
person. Rashi explains how such a case of uncertain impurity 
may be imparted by ziva: As a rule, a man who experiences 
ziva once does not immediately become impure as a zav. 
Rather, he contracts the more lenient impurity of one who 
experiences a seminal emission, and he may immerse that 
day and become pure at nightfall. If he experiences ziva 
twice, or if his ziva continues from one day to the next, he 
assumes the status of a zav and becomes impure for seven 
days. The Gemara here is referring to one who experiences 
ziva at twilight between the thirteenth and fourteenth of 
Nisan, the day that the Paschal offering must be sacrificed. 
If this ziva is considered to have occurred only on the thir- 
teenth or only on the fourteenth, he is not considered a zav. 
But if it is considered to have extended from the thirteenth 
into the fourteenth, he is considered a zav. He therefore 
cannot be certain whether or not he is a zav. 

Rabbeinu Tam objects to Rashi's interpretation, claim- 
ing that it is insufficient that the impurity be uncertain; the 
impurity must be unknown entirely to all until after the 
offering has been sacrificed. Rather, the Gemara must be 
referring to one who experienced ziva once, on the thir- 
teenth of Nisan, and immersed before sunset so as to be pure 
on the fourteenth. He then proceeded to bring the Paschal 
offering in a state of purity, but afterward experienced ziva 
again. Retroactively, he was impure as a zav at the time of 
the sacrifice, but neither he nor anyone else had any way of 
knowing this at the time (see also Rashi on Pesahim 80b). 


Perek II 
Daf 23 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 
Notar — p3: This is referring to parts of an offering left over 
after their appointed time for consumption elapsed. One 
who eats the leftover portion of an offering is liable to 
receive the punishment of karet. The Sages decreed that 
the leftover portion be considered ritually impure, so that 
the priests would be prompt and meticulous in its removal. 


HALAKHA 


Bears only the sin, etc. — ^3) jy xx Xia iy: The front- 
plate effects acceptance for offerings of which the sacrificial 
portions were impure. However, it does not effect accep- 
tance for those offerings of which the eaten portions were 
impure, or for impurity of the body contracted from a known 
source, except in a case of impurity permitted for the public 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7 and Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34, 11:19). 


Tart bind men 0Y xb 


Wid wan 12 101911 KI NbN) 
b myn papa nyw 
b mmn x} ie oinn oxnw 
NDW piven DNAT NKW 
Da woe sent 5 myn oinn 

K» 


ope eT NATI AT 


hy my DIN NPY pow NA 
FNWI py ID ) POW IPT 


xy saga 123177 - dave fly ox 
933 097 - Nii py OX rwy 
PTSP xb” or 


men py KYN NYIN IX xT 
maya moan maw 


nxniwn KIPR mea INN 
nxnw Kyy? AWN NDT YW 
anna phys INIDIW 1133 xb) m 
pnbwn naa phys INV): sendy 

qpa 


The Gemara responds: No, Rabbi Hiyya means to exclude impu- 
rity imparted by a gonorrhea-like discharge [ziva] in the depths." 
Impurity due to the corpse of a creeping animal, by contrast, is 
within the scope of the mishna. 


The Gemara asks: But howis one to understand this dilemma that 

Rami bar Hama raises: With regard to a priest who effects accep- 
tance for the offerings of the nazirite and the Paschal offering, was 

impurity imparted in the depths permitted for him or was impu- 
rity imparted in the depths not permitted for him? According to 

the Elders of the South, why not resolve the dilemma and conclude 

that impurity imparted in the depths was permitted for him, 
since they hold that we interpret the mishna here as referring to 

an impure priest? 


The Gemara responds: The premise of this dilemma of Rami bar 
Hama certainly disagrees with the opinion of the Elders of the 
South, and Rami bar Hama does not interpret the mishna in this 
manner. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a verse written 
about the frontplate: “And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, and 
Aaron shall bear the sin committed with the sacred items, which 
the children of Israel shall consecrate, even all their sacred gifts; 
and it shall be always upon his forehead, that they may be accepted 
before God” (Exodus 28:38). And the Sages expounded: Which 
sin does Aaron bear? 


If the verse means that he bears the sin of piggul," it is already 
stated: “And if any of the flesh of his peace offerings be at all 
eaten on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it 
be credited to he who offers it” (Leviticus 7:18). If he bears the 
sin of notar’ it is already stated in the same verse: “It shall not 
be accepted.” 


Rather, the frontplate bears only the sin" of impurity, whose 
general prohibition was permitted in cases involving the pub- 
lic. The verse indicates that the frontplate effects acceptance for 
individual offerings sacrificed in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the impurity borne by the front- 
plate? If we say that it effects acceptance for impurity due to a 
creeping animal, where does one find that the general prohibition 
was permitted" in cases involving the public? Rather, it must be 
referring to impurity due to a corpse. And is it not referring to a 
case where the owner’ of the offerings became impure from a 
corpse? Evidently, if the owner became impure from a corpse, 
he may send his offerings for sacrifice, as the frontplate effects 
acceptance for them. 


If the sin of piggul, etc. - 13) Diva fv ox: In general, the term 
piggul refers to offerings that one sacrificed with intent to eat 
or burn them beyond their appointed time, while notar refers 
to meat of an offering whose time for consumption has expired. 
Nevertheless, the Gemara states later (29a) that the word notar 
mentioned here denotes offerings sacrificed with intent to 
render the meat notar, in other words, notar here refers to 
what is generally known as piggul. Rashi therefore writes that 
the term piggul here refers to offerings that one sacrificed with 
intent to eat or burn them outside of their designated place, 


132 ZEVAHIM: PEREK II: 23B: 33913 p2 


NOTES 


while notar refers to those that one sacrificed with intent to eat 
or burn them beyond their appointed time. Ra'avad on Torat 
Kohanim notes that actual notar is not something for which 


the frontplate effects acceptance either. 


are impure due to a corpse are deferred to the second Pesah, 
it follows that the communal exemption likewise only applies 
to impurity due to a corpse. 


The owner, etc. - 151 Dya: The Gemara could have suggested 


Where does one find it was permitted — W% x37: The 
communal exemption for impurity is derived from the passage 
in Exodus concerning the Paschal offering, where it is con- 
trasted to an impure individual's deferral to the second Pesah. 
Since the verse (Numbers 9:10) states that only individuals who 


that the statement is referring to impurity of the offering's 
blood. It does not because there is no communal exemption 
for impurity of the blood as there is for impurity of the owners 
(Tosafot). 
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And to what offering is this statement referring? If it is referring 
to the offering of a nazirite, doesn’t the Merciful One state: “And 
if any man die very suddenly beside him, and he defile his conse- 
crated head” (Numbers 6:9)? The passage indicates that even if a 
nazirite contracts impurity against his will, he still cannot bring 
his offerings until he is pure. Rather, it must be referring to one 
who performs the rite of the Paschal offering. This proves the 
claim of the Elders of the South that one who is impure due to a 
corpse may send his Paschal offering for sacrifice. 


The Gemara responds: Actually, the statement is referring to 
impurity due to a creeping animal, not due to a corpse. And 
although the general prohibition with regard to impurity due to a 
creeping animal was not permitted in cases involving the public, 
nevertheless, one finds that the category of impurity in general 
was permitted in such cases. 


The Gemara notes: And some infer the opposite and derive 
like this: The verse states of the frontplate: “And it shall be upon 
Aaron’s forehead, and Aaron shall bear the sin committed with 
the sacred items” (Exodus 28:38). That is, it does bear the iniquity 
of the sacred items, but it does not bear the iniquity of those 
who consecrate’ or sacrifice them, i.e., the owners of the offering 
or the priests involved in its sacrifice. And to what impurity is 
this verse referring? If we say that it is referring to impurity due to 
a creeping animal, is such impurity permitted in cases involving 
the public? Rather, is it not referring to impurity due to a corpse, 
and the verse indicates that the frontplate does bear the iniquity 
of the sacred items but does not bear the iniquity of those who 
consecrate them? This refutes the opinion of the Elders of the 
South that owners who are impure due to a corpse may send their 
offerings. 


The Gemara responds: Actually, the verse is referring to impurity 
due to a creeping animal," and although the general prohibition 
with regard to impurity due to a creeping animal was not permitted 
in cases involving the public, the category of impurity in general 
was permitted in such cases. 


§ The mishna teaches that a priest who is sitting" disqualifies 
the rites that he performs. The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive this? Rava says that Rav Nahman says: The verse states 
with regard to the priests: “For the Lord your God has chosen 
him out of all your tribes, to stand to minister” (Deuteronomy 
18:5). The verse indicates that I have chosen him for standing 
and not for sitting. 


The Sages taught: “To stand to minister,” indicates that there 
is a mitzva to perform the service while standing. When it says: 
“Then he shall minister in the name of the Lord his God, as all 
his brethren the Levites do, who stand there before the Lord” 
(Deuteronomy 18:7), the verse repeats the matter to invalidate 
rites that are performed while not standing. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: Now, one who is sitting is considered 
like a non-priest' and desecrates the service. Therefore, I will say: 
Just as a non-priest who performs a rite is liable to receive death 
at the hand of Heaven, so too one who is sitting should be liable 
to receive death at the hand of Heaven. If so, why is it taught in a 
baraita: But one who is uncircumcised, an acute mourner, and 
one who is sitting are not liable to receive death at the hand of 
Heaven if they performed rites; rather, they simply transgress a 
prohibition? 


The Gemara responds: That is taught because the case of a priest 
lacking the requisite priestly vestments and that of one whose 
hands and feet are not washed are two verses that come as one,® 
as the verse states explicitly for each case that if they perform rites 
they are liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. 


NOTES 
The iniquity of those who consecrate — pipa piv: 
This is referring to impurity of the body in general, 
whether of the owners or of the priests. 


Actually, the verse is referring to impurity due to a 
creeping animal - yw naw diy: In such a case 
the frontplate atones only for impurity of the offer- 
ing itself. With regard to impurity due to a corpse, it 
atones for impurity of the body as well. Therefore, one 
impure due to a corpse may send his Paschal offering, 
and if a priest impure due to a corpse performs sacri- 
ficial rites, they are valid after the fact. Rashi adds that 
even with regard to impurity due to a creeping animal, 
although the frontplate does not atone for impurity 
of the priest, it still atones for impurity of the owner, 
since he can immerse and become pure in time to eat 
of the offering. 


One who is sitting is considered like a non-priest - 
MT WD Iwi: Some commentaries hold that Rav 
Nahman's statement: | have chosen him for standing 
and not for sitting, indicates that one who is sitting 
loses his chosen status and is considered a non-priest 
in all respects. Others explain that although one 
who is sitting is not truly considered a non-priest, the 
fact that his rites are disqualified like those of a non- 
priest might lead one to infer that they receive the 
same punishment. 


HALAKHA 


Sitting - aw»: If one performs rites while sitting, his ser- 
vice is disqualified, but he is not liable to receive lashes, 
since the prohibition is inferred from a positive mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
5:17). 


BACKGROUND 
Two verses that come as one - TNS} x37 panD Ww: 
This principle limits the application of an analogy. Ordi- 
narily, a halakha stated in the context of one case in the 
Torah may be inferred to apply to analogous cases as 
well. If such a halakha appears in connection with two 
or more cases in the Torah, these instances constitute 
two verses that come as one, and there is a principle 
that any two verses that come as one do not teach their 
common aspect to apply to other cases, i.e., an analogy 
may not be derived from two analogous cases. This is 
because a halakha that it was necessary to mention in 
two different places cannot be treated as self-evident; 
the two explicit references must constitute exceptional 
cases. Some Sages maintain that only when a halakha 
appears in three places is it not possible to derive an 
analogy, such that only three verses that come as one 
do not teach their common aspect. 
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Perek II 
Daf24 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Those who drank wine — }» »1mw: It is prohibited to 
enter the Temple courtyard and perform the Temple 
service while drunk. Violation of this prohibition by 
a priest is a capital offense, though the sentence 
is meted out by the hand of Heaven and not by a 
human court (Leviticus 10:9). Anyone who drinks a 
quarter-log of wine is included in this category. If a 
priest serves in the Temple while drunk from wine his 
service is disqualified, but intoxication resulting from 
other substances does not disqualify the service. 


Sage from the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught — 
brynu» avaan: Even after the writing of the Oral 
Torah was permitted by the Sages, much of it was 
not recorded. Some say that the Mishna itself was 
not written at the time of its redaction. Therefore, 
many rabbinic statements, such as the contents 
of the Tosefta and other baraitot, were preserved 
and transmitted orally. Each Sage was expected to 
commit the entire Mishna as well as a significant 
number of other tannaitic statements to memory. 
Complete mastery of all of these sources was the 
province of the tanna‘im, experts who memorized 
vast amounts of material and were capable of recit- 
ing it on demand. Often, the most prominent of 
these tanna‘im were affiliated with the specific study 
hall of one of the Sages, where they served as living 
anthologies of this material. 


NOTES 


The floor sanctifies, etc. — 13) NWP MB¥: Accord- 
ing to Josafot, the floor of the Temple courtyard 
sanctifies the priest in that it is prohibited for him to 
perform rites when he is not standing upon it. The 
term: Service vessels, is referring to the priestly vest- 
ments, without which the priest may not serve. The 
Shita Mekubbetzet presents a textual variant, which 
Rashi had: The floor is sanctified, and service vessels 
are sanctified. The floor was sanctified by King David, 
as explained in the Gemara, while the service vessels 
are sanctified with the anointing oil. 


Necessary, etc. — 131 82°I¥: Ostensibly, the mishna 
could have mentioned only the case of a priest stand- 
ing on another's feet, and the previous two cases 
could be inferred a fortiori. Some commentaries 
claim that if the mishna had mentioned only that 
case, one might not have inferred the other two. One 
might reason that while other human beings are 
significant and therefore constitute an interposition, 
animals or vessels are less so and might not (7zon 
Kodashim; Panim Meirot). Alternatively, the mishna 
may have presented all three cases to stress the 
extent to which the prohibition applies. 
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Since the floor sanctifies - nw3pna 19%) Soin: All those 


HALAKHA 


And any two verses that come as one do not teach their common 
aspect to similar cases. Therefore, one cannot assume that analo- 
gous prohibitions carry penalty of death at the hand of Heaven 
as well. 


And even according to the one who says that they do teach their 
common aspect, the prohibition against service by those who 
drank wine’ also contains explicit mention of death at the hand of 
Heaven and constitutes a third verse. And all agree that three 
verses that come as one do not teach their common aspect. 


§ The mishna teaches that one who is standing upon vessels, or 
upon an animal, or upon the feet of another, is unfit to perform 
rites. The Gemara elaborates: From where do we derive this? This 
is derived as the Sage from the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught:° 
Since the floor of the Temple courtyard sanctifies™ the priest to 
perform the service, and service vessels, i.e., priestly vestments, 
also sanctify him, one may draw a comparison between the two: 
Just as with regard to service vessels, nothing may interpose 
between the priest and the service vessel, so too with regard to 
the floor, nothing may interpose between the priest and the floor. 


The Gemara adds: And each of the three cases mentioned in the 
mishna is necessary.’ As, had the mishna taught us only that a 
vessel interposes between the priest’s feet and the floor, one might 
have thought that this is only because it is not a type of flesh, 
but with regard to an animal, which is a type of flesh, I will say 
that it does not constitute an interposition. And had it taught us 
only that an animal interposes, one might have thought that this 
is only because it is not of the human species, but another person, 
who is human, I will say that he does not interpose. Therefore, 
each is necessary. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: If one of the priest’s 
feet was on a vessel" and one ofhis feet was on the floor, or if one 
of his feet was on a stone and one of his feet was on the floor, one 
sees: Any case where, were the vessel to be removed or the stone 
removed, he would still be able to stand on one foot and perform 
rites, his service is valid. But if he would not be able to stand on 
one foot, his service is disqualified. 


Rabbi Ami raises a dilemma: If one of the stone tiles of the Tem- 
ple floor came loose" and began to wobble, and the priest stood 
on it, what is the halakha? The Gemara elaborates: Do not raise 
the dilemma with regard to a case where he does not intend to 
attach the stone to the floor again, as it certainly interposes in 
such a case, since it is considered an item separate from the Temple. 
Rather, when you raise this dilemma, do so with regard to a case 
where he intends to attach it again. In such a case, what is the 
halakha? Does one say that since he intends to attach it, it is 
considered like that which is already attached? Or perhaps now, 
at least, it is disconnected, and it is considered a separate item. 


One of his feet was on a vessel — 


or by nme tar: If one of 


it while serving until it is reattached. If he did, his service is 


participating in the Temple service must be standing on the 
floor. If there is any interposition between the priest and the 
ground, e.g., if he is standing on vessels or an animal or the 
feet of another, the offering is disqualified. The same halakha 
applies if there is an interposition between the priest's hand 
and the service vessel in use (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 5:17). 
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the priest's feet was on a vessel or a stone and the other foot 
was on the floor as he served, the following distinction applies: 
If the vessel or the stone were to be removed and the priest 
would still be capable of standing on his other foot, his service 
is valid. If he would not be capable of standing on his other 
foot, his service is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 5:18). 


If the stone came loose - jax moar: If one of the stones 
of the Temple floor came loose, the priest may not stand on 


valid after the fact, provided that the stone was still in its 
original location. Although the issue is not resolved in the 
Gemara, the Rambam does not deem offerings disqualified in 
such cases of uncertainty (Kesef Mishne). According to Likkutei 
Halakhot, if there is no intention of reattaching the stone, it is 
considered as though it were a separate item and constitutes 
an interposition between the priest and the ground, disqualify- 
ing the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
5:19, and see Mahari Kurkus and Kesef Mishne there). 
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Rabba Zuti raises this dilemma like this: Rabbi Ami raises a 
dilemma: If one of the stone tiles was uprooted" and the priest 
stood in its empty place, what is the halakha? 


The Gemara interjects: What is the dilemma he is raising? Perhaps 
this is the dilemma: When King David sanctified the site of the 
Temple, did he sanctify the upper level of the floor but nothing 
underneath it, or perhaps he sanctified it to the depths of the 
earth? But if this is the dilemma, let him raise the dilemma with 
regard to the entire Temple courtyard, i.e., what is the halakha if 
the entire floor is removed? 


The Gemara responds: Actually, it is obvious to him that King 
David sanctified the site of the Temple to the depths of the earth, 
and this is the dilemma that he raised: When a priest stands on an 
unfinished part of the Temple floor, is this a normal manner of 
ministration, or is this not a normal manner of ministration? 
Concerning the dilemma itself, the Gemara responds: The dilemma 
shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches: If the priest collected the blood with his left 
hand, the service is disqualified, and Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 
The Sages taught: The verse states: “And the priest shall take of the 
blood of the sin offering with his finger and put it upon the corners 
of the altar” (Leviticus 4:25). The conjunction of the term “with his 
finger” and the term “and the priest shall take”" teaches that the 
collection of the blood may be performed only with the right hand, 
since the word “finger” in the context of priesthood is always refer- 
ring to the right hand. Likewise, the phrase “with his finger and put 
it” teaches that the placing of the blood may be performed only 
with the right hand. 


Rabbi Shimon said: But is the word: Hand, stated with regard to 
the collection" of the blood? Rather, the verse states only: “With 
his finger and put it,” teaching that the placing of the blood may 
be performed only with the right hand. Since the word: Hand, is 
not stated with regard to the collection of the blood, even if one 
collected the blood with his left hand, the offering is fit. 


The Gemara asks: But as for Rabbi Shimon, whichever way you 
look at it, his opinion is difficult. If he holds that one derives a 
verbal analogy from the passage discussing a leper (Leviticus, chap- 
ter 14), which indicates that all references to hands and fingers mean 
specifically the right hand, then even if the word: Hand, is not 
stated with regard to the collection of the blood, what of it? In any 
event, the word “finger” is stated. And if he does not hold that one 
derives this verbal analogy, then even if the word: Hand, were 
stated with regard to the collection of the blood, what of it? The 
word would have no significance. 


Rav Yehuda says: Actually, he does not hold that one derives this 
verbal analogy. And this is what Rabbi Shimon is saying: But is 
the phrase: Right hand, stated with regard to the collection of the 
blood? Rather, since the phrase: Right hand, is not stated with 
regard to the collection of the blood, even if one collected the 
blood with his left hand, the offering is fit. 


NOTES 


Shall take - righ: The Gemara (48a) teaches that this is referring to the 
collection of the blood of the offering, because this is the first service 
mentioned in the verse after the animal's slaughter, and because in 
another verse: “And Moses took half of the blood and put it in basins” 
(Exodus 24:6), this is the clear meaning of the word (see also Torat 


Kohanim on Leviticus 7:37). 


But is hand stated with regard to collection - bapa TTRI: 
According to the first tanna, the word finger is used instead of hand 
because the placing of the blood on the altar immediately afterward 
can be accomplished only with the finger. Still, the word finger itself 
teaches that the act must be performed with the right hand. 


HALAKHA 

If the stone was uprooted — 1387 1Y): If one 
of the stones of the Temple floor was uprooted, 
even if it stood in place, it is unfit, and the priest 
may not perform rites while standing on it until 
it is affixed to the ground (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:10, and see Ra'avad, Kesef 
Mishne, and Lehem Mishne there). 
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NOTES 
A verse is interpreted based on the language preced- 
ing it, etc. - 3) "a wW Np: Typically in Hebrew, 
descriptors modify the words preceding them. This 
is the straightforward meaning of the verse in ques- 
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Rabba said to him: If so, then even the rite of placing the blood 
should be valid when performed with the left hand, since the phrase: 
Right hand, does not appear with regard to it as well. And further- 
more, does Rabbi Shimon really not hold that one derives this 
verbal analogy? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 
says: In every instance in the Torah that the word “hand” is stated, 
the verse is referring only to the right hand, and whenever the verse 
mentions “finger,” it is referring only to a finger of the right hand? 


Rather, Rava says: Actually, Rabbi Shimon holds that one derives 
this verbal analogy, and this is what he is saying: But is the word: 
Hand, stated with regard to the collection of the blood? Since the 
word: Hand, is not stated with regard to the collection of the 
blood, but the word “finger” is stated, and collection cannot be 
performed with a finger alone, one must conclude that the word 
“finger” must actually be referring to the placing of the blood. There- 
fore, while the placing of the blood must be performed with the 
right hand, if one collected the blood with his left hand, the offering 
is fit. 


Rav Samma, son of Rav Ashi, said to Ravina: But it is possible to 
fashion a small handle for the rim of the bowl, and one could then 
hold the bowl with his finger and collect the blood in it. If so, it is 
possible for one to collect the blood with only his finger. 


Rather, Abaye says: 


They disagree with regard to whether a verse is interpreted based 
on juxtaposition to the language preceding it" and to the language 
following it. According to Rabbi Shimon, a verse is interpreted only 
based on the language following it. Therefore, when the verse states: 


“And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his 
finger and put it upon the corners of the altar,” the word “finger” is 
referring only to the placing of the blood and not its collection. The 
Rabbis hold that the verse is also interpreted based on the language 
preceding it. Accordingly, they require that both rites be performed 
with the right hand. 


tion and the understanding of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon. The Rabbis hold that since the descrip- 
tor appears only once in the verse, it modifies all of 
the actions described therein. Still others hold that a 
descriptor can modify even matters preceding those 
that appear immediately before it in the verse. Rabbi 
Shimon holds that in principle, whenever a descriptor 


may be understood as modifying the words preceding 
or following it, it should be interpreted as modifying 
those that follow it. 


Not to the language before that which immediately 
precedes it — 19 nab xd: This means that in Exodus 
29:12, the word “ “Anger” describes the placing of the 
blood, but not its collection. 
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Abaye says: This statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
diverges from the opinion of his father, and it diverges from the 
opinion of the Rabbis: As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, says: In every instance in the Torah that the 
word “finger” is stated with regard to collection of the blood and 
not with regard to placing of the blood on the altar, if the priest 
deviated from the proper method of collection and performed it 
with the left hand, the offering is disqualified, but if he deviated 
from the proper method of placing the blood, the offering remains 
fit. And in every instance that the word “finger” is stated only with 
regard to placing the blood, if the priest deviated from the proper 
method of placing, the offering is disqualified, but if he deviated 
from the proper method of collection, the offering remains fit. 


And where is the word “finger” stated only with regard to placing? 
As it is written: “And you shall take of the blood of the bullock 
and put it upon the corners of the altar with your finger” (Exodus 
29:12). And he holds that a verse is interpreted based on juxta- 
position to the language immediately preceding it and not to the 
language before that which immediately precedes it," nor to the 
language following it. 
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§ Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: In 
every instance in the Torah that it is stated that an action is 
performed with a finger and by members of the priesthood, it 
may be performed only with the right hand. 


The Gemara comments: It might enter our mind to say that this 
means that we require both a finger and the priesthood to be stated 
together in the verse in order to mandate use of the right hand, 
e.g., as it is written: “And the priest shall take of the blood of 
the sin offering with his finger” (Leviticus 4:25). And the fact 
that this verse is referring to a finger from his right hand is derived 
from a leper, as it is written: “And the priest shall dip his right 
finger” (Leviticus 14:16). This cannot be correct, as there is the 
verse that addresses the removal of a handful from a meal offering, 
in which only the priesthood is written, and yet we learned in a 
mishna (Menahot 6a): If one removed the handful with his left 
hand, the meal offering is disqualified. 


Rather, Rava says: This statement means that if the verse mentions 
either a finger or the priesthood, only the right hand may be used. 


Abaye said to Rava: But this is contradicted by the verse discussing 
the conveyance of the limbs of the daily burnt offering to the ramp 
of the altar, as priesthood is written with regard to it, as it is writ- 
ten: “And the priest shall sacrifice the whole and make it smoke 
upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:13), and the Master said that this verse 
is referring to the conveyance of the limbs to the ramp. And yet 
we learned in a mishna (Tamid 31b): When the priest conveys the 
limbs to the ramp, the foot of the right side of the offering is carried 
in the left hand" of the priest, and the place ofits skin, i.e., the side 
of the limb covered in skin, is held facing outward. Clearly, use of 
the left hand does not disqualify the conveyance of the limbs. 


The Gemara responds: When we say that if the verse states either 
finger or priesthood then the left hand is disqualified, this is only 
with regard to a matter that precludes atonement, i.e., a rite whose 
performance is indispensable to the atonement, similar to the 
sprinkling of the oil on the leper (see Leviticus 14:16). The convey- 
ance of the limbs, by contrast, is not indispensable to atonement. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the collection of the blood in a 
service vessel, about which priesthood is written" and which is a 
matter that precludes atonement? And yet we learned in the 
mishna: If one collected the blood with his left hand, the blood is 
disqualified for offering, and Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Shimon requires that both matters 
appear in the verse, i.e., both finger and priesthood. 


The Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Shimon really require both? But 
isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: In every 
instance in the Torah that the word “hand” is stated, the verse is 
referring only to the right hand, and whenever the verse mentions 
“finger,” it is referring only to a finger of the right hand? 


The Gemara responds: According to Rabbi Shimon, if the verse 
mentions only “finger,” then it does not require a mention of the 
priesthood as well for the limitation to apply. But if the verse men- 
tions only the priesthood, it requires a mention of “finger” for the 
limitation to apply. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Shimon, if the mention 
of the priesthood alone does not suffice to disqualify the right 
hand, then why do I need the superfluous reference to a priest with 
regard to the collection of the blood? After all, the verse already 
states that the collection must be performed by the sons of Aaron. 
The Gemara responds: The additional mention of the priesthood 
indicates that the priests must perform the collection of the blood 
in their priestly state, i.e., while wearing the priestly vestments. 


HALAKHA 


The foot of the right side is carried in the left hand - 
bxnwa po by Sam: When the priests convey the 
limbs of the burnt offering to the altar to be burned, 
the priest must hold the right leg in his left hand, with 
the side covered in skin facing outward. Some learn 
from the Gemara here that all rites not indispensable 
for atonement are not disqualified if performed with 
the left hand (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:11 and Mahari Kurkus there; see Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:24). 


NOTES 

Collection, about which priesthood is written — 
nam ama ant Tap: The verse states: “And the sons 
of Aaron, the priests, shall present the blood” (Leviticus 
1:5), and the Sages interpret this as referring to the col- 
lection of the blood (see 13a). This rite is indispensable 
to atonement, since one cannot sprinkle the blood on 
the altar without first collecting it in a vessel. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the sprinkling of the blood," 
concerning which only the priesthood is written in the verse, 
and we learned: If one sprinkled the blood with his left hand it 
is disqualified; and Rabbi Shimon does not disagree with this 
ruling, indicating that Rabbi Shimon holds that a mention of the 
priesthood does not require a mention of “finger”? 


Abaye says: He disagrees with this ruling in a baraita,’ as it is 
taught in a baraita: If one collected the blood with his left hand, 
it is disqualified, and Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. Additionally, 
if one sprinkled the blood with his left hand, it is disqualified, 
and Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 


The Gemara asks: But that which Rava says with regard to the 
superfluous phrases in the passage discussing a leper: One derives 
a verbal analogy between “hand” and “hand”’ mentioned with 
regard to the removal ofa handful’ from a meal offering, to indicate 
that the latter must also be performed with the right hand. Addition- 
ally, one derives a verbal analogy between “foot” and “foot” men- 
tioned with regard to the halitza® ritual. And one derives a verbal 
analogy between “ear” and “ear” mentioned with regard to the 
piercing’ of a Hebrew slave's ear with an awl. One may ask: Why 
do I need the first analogy? The requirement that the handful be 
removed with the right hand can be derived from the statement 
of Rabba bar bar Hana above, since priesthood is mentioned in 
the verse describing it. 


The Gemara responds: Both derivations are necessary, one for the 
removal of the handful from a meal offering, and one for the sanc- 
tification of the handful," i.e., placing it into a second service vessel. 
Both must be performed with the right hand. 


NOTES 


But isn’t there the sprinkling, etc. — 1317" n: Rashi writes 
that this is referring to offerings other than a sin offering, since, 
as mentioned, the verse in Leviticus 4:34 is interpreted even 
according to Rabbi Shimon as mandating that the blood of 
the sin offering be placed on the altar with the right hand. 


Between hand and hand, etc. — 31 1 1: In detailing the 
purification process of the leper, the verse states: “The priest 
shall take of the blood of the guilt offering, and the priest shall 
put it upon the tip of the right ear of him that is to be purified, 
and upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon the big toe 
of his right foot” (Leviticus 14:14). Afterward, the description 
continues: “And the priest shall put of the oil that is in his hand 
upon the tip of the right ear of him that is to be purified, and 
upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon the big toe of his 


Baraita — x9”: The word baraita literally means external, and 
it is used to refer to tannaitic material that was not included in 
the final compilation of the Mishna. When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
redacted the canon of tannaitic material it was necessary to 
exclude much of it from the Mishna. This material, some of 
which comprises other collections, is known as baraitot. These 
baraitot contain variant texts and other important material. 


Handful — 7x97: For most meal offerings, a priest must remove 
a handful from the offering and burn it on the altar (see, e.g., 
Leviticus 2:2). This service, which parallels the slaughter of an 
animal sacrifice, may be performed only by a priest. According 
o many authorities, the priest would scoop the flour out with 
he three middle fingers of his right hand, using his thumb 
and little finger to remove any surplus flour. He would then 
consecrate the flour by placing it in a sacred vessel used in 
he Temple service. Since the priest was required to scoop out 
a precise handful of flour, no more and no less, removal of the 
handful was considered one of the more difficult services in 
he Temple to perform. 


Halitza - arn: Halitza is the ceremony that frees a yevama, 
he widow of a man who died childless, from the obligation to 
marry one of her deceased husband's brothers, thereby allow- 


BACKGROUND 


right foot, upon the place of the blood of the guilt offering” 
(Leviticus 14:17). Since the verse mentions: “The place of the 
blood of the guilt offering,’ the mention of the individual places 
of application in the second verse is redundant. Therefore, Rava 
infers that these details teach halakhot about other cases by 
verbal analogy (see alternative interpretations in Tosafot and 
Shita Mekubbetzet on Menahot 10a). 


For the sanctification of the handful - yaip wip: According 
to Rashi, the statement teaches that the vessel must be held in 
the priest's right hand when the handful is placed inside. The 
Likkutei Halakhot notes that even Rashi holds that the removal 
itself must also be performed with the right hand. Accordingly, 
two priests must participate in the rite, one to remove the 
handful and one to hold the vessel. 


ing her to remarry another man (see Deuteronomy 25:7-10). 
The term halitza is derived from the central element of this 
ceremony, the removal [halitza] by the widow of a special 
sandal from the foot of one of her deceased husband's broth- 
ers, known as the yavam. Halitza must be performed before 
a rabbinical court. The halakhot governing this ceremony are 
discussed in detail in tractate Yevamot. 


Piercing — 73x": A Hebrew slave who does not wish to termi- 
nate his servitude after six years may remain with his master 
until the Jubilee Year or his master’s death (see Exodus 21:6 
and Leviticus 25:40). Only a slave who was given a maidservant 
as a wife by his master and has children with her may make 
this request. The master brings the slave to the court, and after 
they have investigated the matter, the slave stands next to 
a doorpost and an awl or similar metal instrument is driven 
though his ear. This may be done only if there is a strong 
bond of friendship between the slave and his master. A priest 
who was sold into slavery may not have his ear pierced, since 
doing so would render him blemished and unfit to perform 
the Temple service. The rite of piercing may be performed 
only on a slave sold by the court, not on one who sold himself 
into slavery. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Shimon, who does 
not require sanctification of the handful,” or according to the 
one who says that Rabbi Shimon also requires the sanctification 
of the handful but that he deems the sanctification fit when per- 
formed with the left hand," why do I need the verbal analogy of 
Rava between “hand” and “hand”? 


If one suggests that it is necessary to indicate that the removal of 
the handful itself must be performed with the right hand, this 
cannot be, since that is derived from the verse cited by Rav Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Hiyya. As Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: 
What is the reason that Rabbi Shimon does not require that the 
handful be sanctified in a service vessel? As the verse states with 
regard to the meal offering: “It is most holy, as the sin offering, 
and as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10). 


‘The verse compares the meal offering to a sin offering and a guilt 
offering. Therefore, if the priest comes to perform the burning of 
the handful with his hand, then he performs it with his right 
hand, like a sin offering, whose blood is sprinkled by hand. And 
if he comes to perform it with a vessel, i.e., if he first sanctifies 
the handful in a service vessel, then he may perform it with his 
left hand, like a guilt offering," whose blood is sprinkled from a 
vessel. Since the removal of the handful is performed by hand, 
the verse indicates that it must be performed with the right hand, 
and the verbal analogy is unnecessary. 


The Gemara responds: The verbal analogy is necessary only for 
the handful of a meal offering of a sinner, to teach that it must 
be removed with the right hand. It might enter your mind to say: 
Since Rabbi Shimon says that this offering does not require oil 
and frankincense so that his offering will not be of superior qual- 
ity, perhaps when he removed the handful with his left hand, 
which is an inferior manner, it should be fit as well. The verbal 
analogy therefore teaches us that the handful must always be 
removed with the right hand, even in the case of the meal offering 
of a sinner. 


MI SHNA If the blood spilled" on the floor" before 


the priest managed to collect it into a vessel, 
and the priest then collected it from the floor into a vessel, it is 
disqualified. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: The verse states: “And 


the anointed priest shall take from the 
blood of the bull [middam happar]” (Leviticus 4:5). This means 
that the priest shall take from the blood of the soul,’ i.e., the blood 
that flows from the place of slaughter as the animal dies, but not 
from the blood of the skin, which bleeds out when the skin is cut 
before the slaughter, nor from the blood of exudate, i.e., that 
exudes from the neck of the animal after the initial spurt of its 
slaughter concludes. 


The baraita continues: When the verse states: “From the blood of 
the bull,” it should be interpreted as if it is written: He shall collect 
the blood from the bull, i.e., if the blood spills onto the floor 
before it is collected in a service vessel, it is disqualified. As, if it 
enters your mind that “from the blood of the bull” should be 
interpreted as it is written, i.e., that “from the blood” means that 
the priest may collect even only a portion of the blood, that is 
difficult: But doesn’t Rav say: One who slaughters the offering 
must collect all the blood" of the bull, as it is stated: “And all the 
blood of the bull he shall pour out on the base of the altar” (Leviti- 
cus 4:7)? The verse emphasizes that the priest must pour all the 
blood of the bull, which is possible only if he has collected all of it. 


NOTES 


Who does not require sanctification of the handful - 
ynip wip va Kbt: The amora'im disagree in tractate 

Menahot (26a) with regard to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion 

on the matter. According to Rabbi Yannai, Rabbi Shimon 

holds that sanctification of the handful is not a service 

rite at all. Rather, the priest simply takes the handful 

of the meal offering in his hand and conveys it to the 

altar. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak holds that Rabbi Shimon 

requires sanctification of the handful in a service vessel, 
but deems it fit if the priest removed it afterward and 

placed it on the altar with his hand. 


He deems it fit when performed with the left hand - 
Wd NWN bxinwa: Sanctification of the handful in 
a service vessel for a meal offering is the equivalent of 
the collection of the blood for an animal offering. Since 
Rabbi Shimon holds that the latter is fit if performed 
with the left hand, he holds likewise with regard to 
the former. 


He may perform it with his left hand, like a guilt offer- 
ing - ove bxnwa Atay: The burning of the handful 
of a meal offering is the equivalent of the sprinkling 
of the blood of animal offerings. According to Rabbi 
Shimon, the blood of animal offerings, including a guilt 
offering, is fit if sprinkled with the left hand, as men- 
tioned in a baraita on the previous amud. 


The blood spilled on the floor — 75x77 by DTI JaV: 
This is referring to a case where the blood spilled onto 
the floor directly from the animal's neck. If the blood 
spilled out of the service vessel and the priest is able to 
gather it back inside, it remains fit because it entered 
the service vessel directly from the animal (see mishna 
on 32a). 


HALAKHA 

The blood spilled - 043 Jaw: If the blood spilled from 
the service vessel in which it was collected and was 
then gathered again, it remains fit to be sprinkled. But 
if it spilled from the neck of the animal onto the floor, it 
is disqualified even if gathered up again, in accordance 
with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:25). 


Must collect all the blood — iat bs apy ‘yw: The 
priest must attempt to collect all the blood of the offer- 
ing. After the fact, the offering is fit if enough blood was 
collected to sprinkle, in accordance with the Gemara 
in Menahot 7b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 4:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Blood of the soul - W537 07: When an animal is slaugh- 
tered, the first blood drawn is that in the system of 
blood vessels that supply the animal's skin. When the 
knife reaches the main veins it releases the blood of 
the soul, i.e., the blood driven out of the animal's body 
by force of its heartbeat. This is called the blood of the 
soul because it is the most important to sustaining the 
animal's life, and when it exits the heart stops beating 
and the animal dies. Still afterward, some blood contin- 
ues to flow through the veins due to gravity, and this is 
referred to as blood of exudate, i.e., blood that exudes 
from the neck of the animal after the initial spurt of its 
slaughter concludes. 
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HALAKHA 


Must hold the knife up — p29 yay Pry: The slaugh- 
terer must hold the knife up so that blood from it does 
not fall into the bowl and mix with the blood from the 
offering's neck (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 4:8). 


With what does he wipe — mapa x14: The blood 
remaining on the knife must be wiped off with the 
rim of the bowl (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 4:8). 


NOTES 


Wipe - napa: The remaining blood must be wiped off 


the knife so that it does no 


mix with the blood of the 


next offering to be slaughtered, and so that it does not 


congeal and interfere with the knife’s function in 
future. Some explain that 
with the bowl because of 
all the blood of the offering (see Hiddushei Batra). 


With the rim of the bowl - pia nawa: This must be 
done with the outside of the bowl's rim, so that 


he 
he blood must be wiped 
he requirement to collect 


he 


blood on the knife does not mix with the blood inside 
the bowl. 


Keforei — 


LANGUAGE 


»7iD5: Rashi notes that the root kaf, peh, reish 


in the sense of wiping appears in Aramaic in the Tal- 
mud itself. The root also means to atone, in the sense 
of wiping away sin. A parallel root also exists in Syriac, 
meaning both to wipe and to atone. 


Perek II 
Daf25 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


Veins into the vessel — on sind pp: The one who 
slaughters the offering must attempt to collect all its 
blood in the vessel. He does this by gripping the gullet 
and windpipe and pulling them outward toward the 


vesse 


and t 


hen slaughtering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:8). 


That will not ultimately allow it to settle - isip paw 


mabe 


vessel. 


and t 


[he airs 


he bot 


reached the 


sancti 
vesse 


pace of the vessel is considered part of the 


If one was collecting the blood of an offering, 


om of the bowl broke before the blood 
airspace of the vessel, the blood was not 


fied, because an item that enters the airspace of a 


in such a manner that it will not ultimately settle 


there is not considered to have settled (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:9). 
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Rather, “from the blood of the bull” means that the priest shall 
collect the blood from the bull. And this Sage holds that the Sages 
subtract and add and interpret homiletically, i.e., one may take 
a letter from one word, insert it into a second word, and explain 
the phrase in that manner. In this case, the mem of middam is added 
to happar, so that the verse is interpreted as though it states: Dam 
mehappar, meaning: Blood from the bull. 


§ The Gemara turns to the matter itself: Rav Yehuda says that Rav 
says: One who slaughters the offering must collect all the blood of 
the bull, as it is stated: “And all the blood of the bull he shall pour 
out on the base of the altar.” The Gemara asks: But isn’t this verse 
written with regard to the remainder of the blood that is poured onto 
the base of the altar after the sprinkling? How, then, can a halakha with 
regard to the collection of the blood be derived from it? 


The Gemara responds: If this verse is not referring to the matter of 
the remainder of the blood after sprinkling, as not all of the blood is 
present for that rite since some of it has already been sprinkled, apply 
it instead to the matter of collection of the blood from the animal. 


Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: One who slaughters the offering 
must hold the knife up" after slaughter, so that blood that is on the 
knife does not fall into the service vessel, as it is stated: “And the 
anointed priest shall take from the blood of the bull,” i.e., and not 
from a mixture of the blood of the bull and something else, such as 
the blood from the knife. 


The Gemara asks: And with what does he wipe the blood from the 
knife? Abaye says: He wipes it with the rim of the bowl" used to 
collect the blood, as it is written of the bowls used to collect the blood: 


“Atoning-bowls [keforei]' of gold” (Ezra 1:10). The root kaf, peh, reish 


can also mean to wipe. 


Rav Hisda says that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba says: One who slaughters 
the offering must place 


the veins of the offering into the vessel," so that all the blood will 
empty into it. It was also stated: Rav Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The veins must see the airspace of the vessel. 


§ Rabbi Asi raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan: If the priest 
was collecting the blood, and the bottom of the bowl" broke before 
the blood reached the bowl’s airspace, what is the halakha? Is blood 
that enters the airspace of a bowl that will not ultimately allow it to 
settle’ inside nevertheless considered as though it settled inside the 
vessel, so that when it spills through the break it is considered to have 
already been collected in the bowl? If so, it remains fit for sprinkling. 
Or is it not considered as though it settled, but is instead considered 
to have spilled directly from the animal's neck onto the floor, and is 
therefore disqualified? 


Veins into the vessel — 


impossible to physically place the veins into the vessel. Rather, 
the Gemara means that the vessel should be situated just below 
the veins so as to collect the blood flowing from them. This is 
also the straightforward meaning of the subsequent statement 


of Rabbi Yohanan. 


Bottom of the bowl - pwa bw: Rashi writes that this is referring 
to a case where the bottom of the bowl broke. The Griz explains 
that this cannot mean that the entire bottom broke off from the 
rest of the vessel, as if that were the case, it would cease to be 


NOTES 


bp sind pP: Rashi notes that it is considered a vessel at all. Rather, the Gemara is referring to a case 


where a small hole was formed in the bottom of the bowl from 
which the blood leaks. In such a case, the bowl is still considered 
a vessel. 


That will not ultimately allow it to settle - mad iaio pew: Rashi 
interprets this question as referring to blood that was in the air 
over the vessel when it broke, but which did not yet enter the 
airspace within the vessel's walls. The blood that was already 
within the airspace of the vessel before it broke is considered to 
have settled. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said to him: You learned the answer in a baraita: 
With regard to a barrel that is placed‘ under a pipe to catch 
water running from it, both the water that has already flowed 
inside the barrel and that which is still outside it but about to fall 
in are unfit’ to be used as water of purification, which purify one 
who contracts impurity from a corpse. The water of purification 
must be flowing water, and all of this water is considered to have 
been collected in the barrel. But if one joined the mouth of the 
barrel to the pipe, the water that is inside the barrel is unfit, but 
water that is still outside it is fit, even though it will ultimately 
fall in, since it is still in the pipe and is not considered to be above 
the airspace of the barrel. One can infer from the baraita that all 
liquid that enters the airspace of a vessel is considered to have been 
collected in it. 


The Gemara rejects this: What is this comparison? Rabbi Asi 
raises a dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan with regard to a case 
where an item enters the airspace of a vessel that will not ulti- 
mately allow it to settle inside, and Rabbi Yohanan resolves the 
dilemma by citing a case where the item enters the airspace of 
a vessel that will ultimately allow it to settle inside. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Asi raises two dilemmas before 
Rabbi Yohanan: First, what is the halakha with regard to an item 
that will not come to rest in the vessel? Second, if you say that an 
item that enters the airspace of a vessel that will not ultimately 
allow it to settle inside is not considered as though it settled 
inside the vessel, what is the halakha with regard to an item that 
entered the airspace of a vessel that will ultimately allow it to 
settle inside? 


The Gemara notes: Rav Yosef teaches the exchange in this manner, 
i.e., as recounted. Rav Kahana teaches it as follows: Rabbi Asi 
raised the dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan with regard to a barrel, 
asking whether the water in its airspace is fit to be used for the 
water of purification, and Rabbi Yohanan resolved the dilemma 
for him by citing the baraita mentioning a barrel, with which he 
was unfamiliar. 


Rabba teaches the exchange as follows: Rabbi Asi raised the 

dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan with regard to a barrel, and Rabbi 

Yohanan resolved the dilemma for him by citing the halakha con- 
cerning a bowl used to collect the blood in the Temple, saying: Do 

you not concede with regard to the bowl that it is impossible to 

collect the blood in it without a stream of blood flowing through 
the air from animal’s neck? If the air above the bowl is not consid- 
ered part of the bowl, the blood would be considered to have 

entered the bowl from the air above rather than directly from the 

animal’s neck, and all collected blood would be unfit. Therefore, 
the airspace must be considered part of the bowl, and the same 

holds for the barrel with regard to the water of purification. 


The Gemara adds: We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Para 6:4) 
with regard to sanctifying the water of purification: If one placed 
his hand" or his foot" or vegetable leaves" in order to allow flow- 
ing water to pass through them to the barrel, the water is disquali- 
fied. But if the water passed through leaves of reeds or leaves of 
nuts," the water remains fit. This is the principle: If the water 
passes through an item that is susceptible to impurity, it is dis- 
qualified; if it passes through an item that is not susceptible to 
impurity, it is fit. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As 
Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Yosei bar Abba: The 
verse states: “Nevertheless a fountain or a cistern wherein 
is a gathering of water shall be pure” (Leviticus 11:36). The 
verse indicates that their being must be by way of purity, i.e., 
the gathering of the water must not be accomplished by way of 
items susceptible to impurity. 


NOTES 

Barrel that is placed, etc. — ^3) nnavaw Man: The verse 
states with regard to the water of purification: “Running 
water shall be put thereto in a vessel” (Numbers 19:17), 
indicating that the source of the water must be flowing, 
e.g., a stream, river, or natural spring. Water from such 
sources is still considered to be flowing even if it runs 
through a man-made aqueduct attached to the ground. 
The water must be collected in a designated vessel for 
use in the ritual. One may also collect such water in a 
vessel designated for collecting water of purification, and 
thereafter transfer it into the appropriate vessel. If the 
barrel was not designated as such, it disqualifies water 
that enters it by stopping its flow (see Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens on Para 9:6 and Hazon Ish). 


Both water that has flowed inside the barrel and that 
which is outside it are unfit - ay myinawy minag on 
paps: That is, one may not place another vessel inside 
the airspace of the vessel, or above it, to collect the water, 
since it is already considered to have settled in the barrel 
(Rashi). 


Placed his hand or his foot, etc. - 15) ba ix itn: 
According to Rashi, this describes a case in which the 
water is descending along an incline, and one inserts his 
hand in such a way as to cause a stream of water to rise 
hrough the air and land in the vessel, rather than flowing 
weakly into it. The Rambam understands the mishna 
as referring to a case where one places the vessel into 
flowing water and then directs the water with his hands 
or feet into the vessel, or in which he uses his hands and 
eet to raise the water level, causing water to flow into 
he vessel. 


Vegetable leaves - nipy by: This is referring to edible 
vegetable leaves, e.g., onion leaves or lettuce, which are 
susceptible to impurity because they are considered food. 
They disqualify the water even if they are not themselves 
impure. 


Leaves of nuts — Diay by: The Rambam's Commentary 
on the Mishna explains that this is referring to the green 
outer layer that surrounds the nut’s shell. Although it is 
hollow, it is not considered a vessel, and it is therefore not 
susceptible to impurity. 


HALAKHA 


Placed his hand, etc. — 151 17 jm: If one placed a barrel 
in water and shoved the water with his hands or feet or 
vegetable leaves to move it into the barrel, the water is 
unfit to be used as water of purification. Likewise, if he 
sank such items in the water so the water level would 
rise, allowing the water to spill into the barrel, the water is 
unfit. If he did so with leaves of reeds or leaves of nuts, the 
water is fit. This is the principle: If one helped the water 
into the vessel with an item that is susceptible to impurity, 
the water is disqualified; if he did so with an item that is 
not susceptible to impurity, it is fit (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 6:8). 
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HALAKHA 
Rivulets that one diverted with leaves of nuts — 
priate ya ppe ponit: If one diverted flowing water 
by way of nut leaves, it remains fit, since nut leaves are 
not considered vessels, in accordance with the testi- 
mony of Rabbi Tzadok (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 9:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:14). 


One who slits the ear of the bull — 157 ix Dyis: 
If a limb was removed from an offering after slaughter 
and before collection of the blood, the offering is dis- 
qualified. Likewise, if one slit the offering's ear before 
collection of the blood, he may not collect the blood, 
and if he collected and sprinkled it, it is disqualified, in 
accordance with the statement of Rabbi Zeira (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:29). 


Any of the offerings. ..from which there remains an 
olive-bulk — m3 pa Awaw...cmar dp: In a case 
where the blood of any offering is collected in a vessel, 
and afterward the flesh of the offering is lost or burned 
before the blood has been sprinkled, if an olive-bulk 
of the flesh or of the portions to be burned on the 
altar remains, the blood may be sprinkled. If not, the 
blood may not be sprinkled, in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehoshua’s statement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:30). 


Hours disqualify sacrificial animals — nibpis nyw 
mwn: With regard to offerings, one counts age even 
to the level of the hour. For example, if an offering 
must be in its first year, and it is slaughtered at its exact 
hour of birth, and the blood is sprinkled afterward, the 
offering is disqualified, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 1:13). 


BACKGROUND 
Ohalya - KDT: The location of this town is un- 
known. Some hold that it is the town of Helio, near 
modern-day Beit Shemesh. 


NOTES 


At the time of slaughter - mone nywa: The language 
of the verse itself does not Clearly refer specifically to 
the time of slaughter. Rashi explains that the verse is 
assumed to relate to the verse preceding it, which 
is understood by the Sages as referring to slaughter 
(see 23a). 


Interpret, etc. — 1318/2131: Since the term “it shall be” 
immediately follows the phrase " ‘in its first year,’ it can 
be understood as applying only to this requirement. 
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Rabbi Hiyya says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Since this mishna states 
that water that flows over one’s hand through the air into the barrel 
is disqualified, that is to say that the airspace above a vessel is con- 
sidered as though it were part of the vessel itself. If it were not, the 
water would not be considered to have flowed directly from the hand 
to the vessel, but rather from the air above the vessel. Since air is 
not susceptible to impurity, the water would not be disqualified. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: But perhaps the mishna 
is referring to a case where the water flows weakly straight from the 
hand into the vessel itself, since the hand is situated directly on the 
edge of the vessel, with no air separating them? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
said to him: Imbecile, we learned in the mishna: In order to allow 
flowing water to pass through them to the barrel. This indicates that 
the water is traveling in a stream and will pass through the air before 
reaching the barrel. 


And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: This 
mishna concerning the barrel was taught from the testimony of 
Rabbi Tzadok, as we learned in a mishna (Eduyyot 7:4): Rabbi 
Tzadok testified with regard to rivulets that one diverted by way 
of a pipe made with leaves of nuts" that their water is fit to be used 
as water of purification. This was an incident in the town of Ohalya,? 
and an account of the incident came before the Sages in the Cham- 
ber of Hewn Stone in the Temple, and they deemed the water fit. 


§ Rabbi Zeira says that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: In the case of 
one who slits the ear of the bull" with the knife after slaughter, 
creating a blemish, and thereafter collected its blood from the neck, 
the offering is disqualified, as it is stated: “And the anointed priest 
shall take from the blood of the bull” (Leviticus 4:5). By referring 
to the animal as a bull even after its slaughter, the verse indicates that 
the bull must be at the time of collection of the blood as it already 
was before slaughter, without a blemish. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source for this halakha with regard 
to offerings of the most sacred order, since the verse is referring 
to such an offering; from where do we derive that the same holds 
for offerings of lesser sanctity? 


Rava says: It is taught in a baraita with regard to the Paschal offering, 
an offering of lesser sanctity: The verse states: “A lamb without 
blemish, a male of the first year it shall be for you” (Exodus 12:5), 
indicating that it shall be unblemished and in its first year at the 
time of slaughter." From where is it derived that it must also be 
without blemish at the time of collection of the blood, at the time of 
conveying the blood to the altar, and at the time of the sprinkling of 
the blood? The verse states: “It shall be,’ emphasizing that all its 
happenings shall be only when it is unblemished and in its first year. 


Abaye raised an objection to this from a baraita: Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: With regard to any of the types of offerings that are mentioned 
in the Torah from which there remains either an olive-bulk" of flesh 
or an olive-bulk of fat, the halakha is that the priest sprinkles the 
blood of that offering. Apparently, one may sprinkle the blood even 
if much of the offering is damaged or missing. 


The Gemara responds: Interpret’ the verse as referring only to the 
requirement that the animal be in its first year until after the sprinkling. 
It may have a blemish at the time of sprinkling. 


The Gemara challenges this: But is there any case where the animal 
is in its first year at the time of slaughter, but at the time of con- 
veying the blood to the altar and sprinkling the blood it is in its 
second year? 


Rava says: That is to say that hours disqualify sacrificial animals," 
i.e., one measures the age of the offering from the exact time of its 
birth. It is therefore possible that the animal reaches its second year 
between its slaughter and the conveying of its blood to the altar. 
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§ Rabbi Ami says that Rabbi Elazar says: In a case where the 
animal is standing inside the Temple courtyard but its legs are 
planted outside it, if one severed its legs and thereafter slaugh- 
tered it, the offering is fit, since all the blood collected in the bowl 
is from the portion of the animal standing in the courtyard. 


But if he slaughtered the animal and thereafter severed its legs," 
the offering is disqualified because some of the blood collected is 
from the legs, which are outside the courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: Ifhe severed its legs and thereafter slaughtered 
it, is the offering fit? But isn’t he sacrificing a blemished? animal? 
Rather, say: If one slaughtered the animal while it stood wholly in 
the courtyard, and afterward its legs moved beyond the edge of the 
courtyard, and then he severed its legs and thereafter collected" 
the blood, the offering is fit. But if he collected the blood and 
thereafter severed" the animal's legs, the offering is disqualified, 
since the blood from the legs is mixed with the other blood of 
the animal. 


The Gemara challenges: If he severed its legs and thereafter col- 
lected the blood, is the offering fit? But doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say: 

If one slits the ear ofa firstborn animal with the knife after slaugh- 
ter, creating a blemish, and thereafter collected its blood from the 

neck, the offering is disqualified, as it is stated: “And the anointed 

priest shall take from the blood of the bull” (Leviticus 4:5)? The 

verse indicates that the bull must be at the time of collection of the 

blood as it already was before slaughter, without a blemish. 


Rav Hisda says that Avimi says: Rabbi Ami is not referring to 
a case where one severs the entire leg. Rather, one cuts the flesh 
of the limb until he reaches the bone, leaving the bone intact. 
This is not considered a blemish, and the animal remains fit for 
sacrifice. 


The Gemara suggests: Given that if he collected the blood and 
thereafter severed the animal’s legs, the offering is disqualified, 
perhaps you can conclude from it that blood absorbed in the 
limbs of an animal is considered blood, such that it disqualifies 
the offering because this blood left the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps the offering is disqualified because 
of the animal's fat that is mixed with the blood in the legs. This is 
considered to be like meat of the offering that has left the Temple 
courtyard, which also disqualifies the offering. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, perhaps you can conclude another 
halakha from it: In the case of meat of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that left" the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the 
blood, the offering is disqualified, even though the meat of such 
offerings may be eaten outside the Temple after the blood has 
been sprinkled. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps the halakha was stated only with 
regard to offerings of the most sacred order, whose meat must 
be eaten inside the Temple courtyard. It proves nothing about 
offerings of lesser sanctity. 


BACKGROUND 


Blemished - 012 bya: The blemishes that render an animal 
prohibited for sacrifice are enumerated in the Torah (see Leviti- 
CUS 22:17-25) and explained in detail in tractate Bekhorot. There 
is a distinction between permanent blemishes and tempo- 
rary blemishes: Permanent blemishes, e.g., when an animal 


is missing a leg, disqualify an animal permanently from being 
sacrificed as an offering. Temporary blemishes, such as certain 
types of boils, disqualify an animal only as long as it suffers 
from the condition. 


HALAKHA 


Slaughtered and thereafter severed its legs - 10%) pnw 
JON 72: If the offering’s body was located inside the Temple 
courtyard with its legs outside, and one slaughtered it, it is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1:14). 


Severed its legs and thereafter collected — 33 0%) J07 
bap: If one slaughtered the offering while its entire body was 
inside the Temple courtyard and then one of its legs moved 
outside the courtyard, one cuts the flesh until he reaches 
the bone, and then he collects the blood, in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Hisda in the name of Avimi. With 
regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, there is no need to sever 
the limbs. Rather, one moves the leg back into the Temple 
courtyard and collects the blood, since meat of offerings 
of lesser sanctity remains fit even if it leaves the Temple 
courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood, in accordance 
with the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:15, and see Ra‘avad there). 


Collected and thereafter severed - JN J2 10%) bop: Ifan 
offering's leg moved outside the Temple courtyard after the 
slaughter, and one collected the blood and only afterward 
severed its legs, the offering is disqualified due to its con- 
taining fat of the offering that left the Temple courtyard, in 
accordance with the Gemara's explanation (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:15). 


In the case of meat of offerings of lesser sanctity that 
left, etc. — 13) KY mp Dw tp wa: If meat of offerings of 
lesser sanctity left the Temple courtyard before the blood 
was sprinkled, the offering remains fit, even if the blood was 
sprinkled while the meat remained outside the courtyard, 
since the meat will ultimately leave the courtyard anyway. 
Still, it is prohibited to consume the meat, and it must be 
burned (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:32, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 
Their slaughter is in the north — ;i5¥a pwm: The slaugh- 
ter and collection of the blood of offerings of the most 
sacred order must occur in the north of the Temple court- 
yard. If these were performed in the south they are not valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:7). 


Stood in the south and extended his hand - Dinta ay 
iT bwin: If one stood in the south of the Temple court- 
yard and extended his hand to slaughter an offering of 
the most sacred order in the north, the offering is fit. If he 
extended his hand to collect its blood, the collection is 
disqualified. If he inserted his head and the majority of his 
body into the north of the courtyard, it is as though he were 
standing in the north (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:3—10). 


Convulsed and left to the south — pointy ANY ADD: 
If one slaughtered an offering of the most sacred order 
in the north of the Temple courtyard and it then moved 
to the south, it remains fit. If it convulsed and moved to 
the south and then returned to the north and he collected 
its blood in the north, it remains fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:11). 


Their slaughter is anywhere inside, etc. - 0333 jnU Nw 
"131: If an offering of lesser sanctity stood within the Temple 
courtyard, and one standing outside extended his hand 
inside and slaughtered it, the slaughter is valid. If he 
extended his hand inside to collect the blood, the collection 
is invalid, even if he introduced his head and the majority of 
his body into the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11—12). 


Convulsed and left to the outside - yn} NY) ADD: 
fan offering of lesser sanctity left the Temple courtyard after 
he collection of its blood, it remains fit. This is the halakha 
even if the portions of the offering to be burned on the 
altar left the courtyard, since the Rambam holds that these 
portions may still be burned on the altar if they return. This 
ruling is in accordance with the Gemara on 89b rather than 
he discussion here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:13, 33). 


The offering was inside and its legs were outside - K’ 
yina rom 094: If an offering is slaughtered as it stands 
inside the Temple courtyard with its legs outside, it is dis- 
qualified, as the verse states: “That they may bring them to 
the Lord,’ teaching that the offering may not be slaughtered 
unless all of it is inside, in accordance with the statement of 
Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
114). 


One suspended and slaughtered - vnw) mon: If one 
suspended an offering in the air of the Temple “courtyard 
and slaughtered it in that manner, it is disqualified, as 
the verse states: “On the side of the altar,” teaching that it 
must be slaughtered on the ground (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:16). 


Was suspended and slaughtered - pnw mona: The Ram- 
bam writes: If the animal is on the ground, and one is 
suspended in the air and slaughters it in that manner, an 
offering of the most sacred order is disqualified, while 
offerings of lesser sanctity are fit. According to the Kesef 
Mishne, this is a scribal error, and the text should read: If the 
slaughterer was suspended and slaughtered, the offering 
is fit, but if the animal was suspended, an offering of the 
most sacred order is disqualified, while offerings of lesser 
sanctity are fit. This ruling would then be in accordance 
with the statement of Rava. In the same vein, the previous 
halakha of the Rambam should be emended as well to 
distinguish between offerings of the most sacred order and 
offerings of lesser sanctity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:17). 


Was suspended and collected — ban mbna: If the priest 
was suspended in the air and collected the blood from an 
animal standing on the floor, the offering is disqualified, 
since this is not a normal manner of ministration (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:19). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from that which the 
Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to offerings of the most 
sacred order, their slaughter is in the north" of the Temple 
courtyard, and collection of their blood in a service vessel is in 
the north. If one stood in the south and extended his hand" into 
the north and slaughtered the offering there, his slaughter is 
valid. If he collected the blood in a similar manner, his collection 
is not valid. Ifhe inserted his head and most of his body into the 
north of the courtyard and collected the blood there, it is as if 
his entire body entered the north. If he slaughtered the animal 
and it then convulsed and left the north to the south" and then 
returned" to the north, it remains fit. 


The baraita continues: With regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, 
their slaughter is anywhere inside" the Temple courtyard, and 
collection of their blood in a service vessel is anywhere inside 
the Temple courtyard. If one stood outside and inserted his 
hand into the courtyard and slaughtered the offering there, his 
slaughter is valid. If he collected the blood in a similar manner, 
his collection is not valid. And ifhe inserted his head and most 
of his body into the courtyard and collected the blood, it is as if 
he had not entered it at all. If he slaughtered the animal and it 
then convulsed and left to the outside" of the courtyard and 
returned, it is disqualified. The Gemara infers: Conclude from 
this baraita that in cases of meat of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that left the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood, 
the offerings are disqualified. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps the baraita is referring to the tail, 
the diaphragm, and the two kidneys of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
which are all burned on the altar. Since these portions are never 
meant to leave the Temple courtyard, they are disqualified if they 
leave even momentarily. It may still be that the remaining meat of 
such offerings is not disqualified. 


§ Shmuel’s father raised a dilemma before Shmuel: If the offer- 
ing was standing inside the Temple courtyard and its legs were 
outside," what is the halakha? May one slaughter it? 


Shmuel said to him: It is written: “That they may bring them to 
the Lord” (Leviticus 17:5), indicating that the offering may not 
be slaughtered unless all of it is inside. 


His father asked him further: If one suspended the animal in the 
air and slaughtered" it, what is the halakha? Shmuel said to him: 
It is valid. His father said to him: You are mistaken. We require 
that the slaughter occur on the side of the altar (see Leviticus 1:11), 
and this is not considered to fulfill that requirement. 


His father asked him further: If the one slaughtering the animal 
was suspended in the air and slaughtered" the offering while it 
was on the ground, what is the halakha? Shmuel said to him: It 
is not valid. His father said to him: You are mistaken. We require 
only that the slaughter occur on the side of the altar, but not 
that the one who slaughters be on the side of the altar. 


His father asked him further: If the priest was suspended in the 
air and collected™ the blood of the offering in that position, 
what is the halakha? Shmuel said to him: It is valid. His father 
said to him: You are mistaken. This is not a normal manner of 
ministration. 


NOTES 


Left to the south and then returned - 71m) pind any: 
Although the slaughter and collection of the blood of offerings 
of the most sacred order must be performed in the north of 
the courtyard, such offerings are not disqualified if they moved 
to the south of the courtyard. Still, they are disqualified if they 
moved outside of the courtyard entirely, since the courtyard 


itself is delineated by a physical boundary. 


Was suspended and collected, etc. - 15) bap mona: The 
offering is fit if the one who slaughters it is suspended i in the 
air because the rite of slaughter is not considered one of the 
ministrations of the priests, as it may be performed by a non- 
priest as well. It is therefore not subject to the same restrictions 
of the other rites, i.e., the collection of the blood and the rites 
that follow it, which may be performed only by the priests. 
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His father asked him further: If the priest suspended the offering in 
the air after slaughter and collected" its blood, what is the halakha? 
Shmuel said to him: It is not valid. His father said to him: You are 
mistaken. We require only that the slaughter occur on the side of 
the altar, but not that collection of the blood occur on the side of the 
altar. 


Abaye said: With regard to offerings of the most sacred order, in 
all of those cases the offerings are disqualified, except for the case 
where one was suspended in the air and slaughtered the animal. 
With regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, in all of those cases the 
offerings are fit, except for the case where the priest was suspended 
in the air and collected the blood. 


Rava said: What is different about a case where one suspended 
the animal and collected the blood of an offering of lesser sanctity, 
such that the offering is fit? Perhaps it is because the air inside 
the Temple courtyard is considered to be inside the courtyard for 
purposes of the service. But if so, then with regard to offerings of 
the most sacred order as well, let one say that air in the north of 
the Temple courtyard is considered to be in the north for purposes 
of the service. 


Rather, Rava says: Both with regard to offerings of the most sacred 
order and with regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, they are fit in 
all of those cases except where one suspended the animal and slaugh- 
tered it in the case of offerings of the most sacred order, because the 
Torah mandates that such offerings be slaughtered on the side of the 
altar. And the offerings are also disqualified where the priest was 
suspended in the air and collected the blood, both with regard to 
offerings of the most sacred order and with regard to offerings of 
lesser sanctity, since this is not a normal manner of ministration. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: If the priest 

was inside and his fringes, i.e., his hair, were outside," and he col- 
lected the blood, what is the halakha? Rabbi Zeira said to him: Did 

you not say that the verse: “That they may bring them to the Lord” 
(Leviticus 17:5), indicates that an offering may not be slaughtered 

unless all of it comes inside? Here, too, the verse states with regard 

to the priests: “When they go into the Tent of Meeting” (Exodus 

28:43), indicating that the priest may not perform rites unless all of 
him comes into the Tent of Meeting. 


MI SHNA If the priest placed the blood upon the 

ramp" leading up to the altar, or if he placed 
it on the wall of the altar in an area that is not opposite the base" of 
the altar, i.e., in those parts of the altar where there is no foundation; 
or if he placed the blood that is to be placed below’ the red line that 
runs along the middle of the altar, e.g., the blood of a burnt offering, 
above the red line, or if he placed the blood that is to be placed 
above the red line, e.g., the blood of a sin offering, below the red line; 
or if he placed the blood that is to be placed inside the Sanctuary, 
i.e., on the golden altar or in the Holy of Holies, outside the Sanctuary 
on the external altar, or if he placed the blood that is to be placed 
outside the Sanctuary inside the Sanctuary, in all these cases the 
offering is disqualified. Nevertheless, there is no liability for karet 
for one who partakes of these offerings. 


BACKGROUND 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


The priest suspended and collected - bop abn: 
f one was standing in the Temple courtyard and 
suspended the bowl from his hand so as to collect 
he blood in the air, or if he suspended the animal in 
he air and collected the blood from it, the offering 
is fit because the airspace of an area is considered 
o be part of it, in accordance with the statement of 
Rava. The Rambam interprets the term: Suspended, 
used here as applying not only to the animal but 
o the service vessel as well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:20). 


He was inside and his fringes were outside - x17 
yana immy) 393: Collection of the blood is valid 
only if the priest is standing completely inside the 
Temple courtyard. Even if he was standing inside 
the courtyard but his hair was outside, the service 
is disqualified, in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:12). 


Placed the blood upon the ramp, etc. - yas dy am 
^3 w237: If one placed blood that ought to have 
been placed on the upper half of the altar on the 
lower half, or vice versa, or if one placed blood that 
ought to have been placed in the Sanctuary on the 
external altar, or vice versa, or if one placed blood on 
the ramp rather than on the altar proper, or if one 
placed blood on a portion of the altar not opposite 
the base, then the offering is disqualified, in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:10). 


NOTES 

That is not opposite the base — TiD! 7333 KW: 
The blood of offerings must always be placed on a 
portion of the altar overlooking its foundation. The 
foundation did not surround the base of the entire 
altar; rather, it ran along its north and west sides, 
extending one cubit around the northeast corner 
onto the east side and one cubit around the south- 
west corner onto the south side (see 51a). 


Ramp - waa: The ramp used for ascending onto the altar was 
located on the altar’s south side. It measured thirty-two cubits 


in length and sixteen cubits in width. 


1. Ramp 

2. Corner of the altar 
3. Surrounding ledge 
4. Red line 

5. Base of the altar 


Altar 


differ- 


dai arent 


ent offerings must be placed in different Fashions on different 
sections of the altar, and sometimes inside the Sanctuary itself. 
The blood of a sin offering is unique in that it must be applied 
by the priest's finger on the upper section of the corners of the 
altar. The blood of many other offerings, e.g., burnt offerings, 
must be sprinkled from a bowl onto the bottom half of two 
corners of the altar, underneath the red line that mar! 
the altar’s height, such that the blood reaches both sides of 
each corner. 


s half 
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NOTES 


Upon the altar - nayan by: These words seem unneces- 
sary, since it is known that blood effects atonement when 
applied to the altar. This superfluous phrase, combined 
with the omission of any reference to a specific location 
on the altar, is therefore understood as teaching that the 
blood effects atonement if applied to any area on the altar 
(Korban Aharon). 


Where an unfit person placed -503 mat: The fact tha 
it was an unfit person is evident from the context in the 
mishna, which discusses only rites performed by an unfi 
person (Rashi). It is also clear from the clause: The priest fi 
for Temple service should collect the blood again, indicat- 
ing the initial rites were performed by an unfit person. 


Should be rejected - m7 nr: f one considers blood 
sprinkled on the wrong section of the altar as though i 
were sprinkled in its appropriate place, the offering should 
be disqualified permanently since one of its rites was per- 
formed by an unfit person (Rashi). If it is not considered to 
have been sprinkled in its appropriate place, itis as though 
the unfit person has done nothing, and it is reasonable 
that a fit priest would then be able to perform the rite 
correctly. 


HALAKHA 

Not in its proper place is considered as its proper place - 
sat nipaa inipna Kow: If one placed blood on the bottom 

half of the altar when it should have been placed on the 

top half, or vice versa, or if one placed blood on the exter- 
nal altar when it should have been placed inside the Sanc- 
tuary, or vice versa, or if one placed blood on the ramp, not 
opposite the altar’s foundation when it should have been 

placed on the altar, the meat of the offering is disqualified, 
but the owners achieve atonement, in accordance with 

Shmuel's statement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:10). 


Where an unfit person placed -503 mam: Ifa fit priest 
collected the blood of the offering and then gave it to an 
unfit person, who then placed it on the wrong section of 
the altar, or placed it in the Sanctuary when it should have 
been placed on the external altar, or vice versa, the meat 
of the offering is not disqualified. If some blood of the soul 
remains in the animal, a fit priest collects it and sprinkles 
it in its appropriate place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:10). 
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È E M ARA Shmuel says: When the mishna states 


that the offering is disqualified, it means 
that the meat is unfit for consumption. But the owner of the 
offering has achieved atonement through it. What is the reason 
for this? It is as the verse states with regard to the blood: “And I 
have given it to you upon the altar" to atone for your souls” 
(Leviticus 17:11), from which it is derived that once the blood 
reaches any location on the altar, the owner of the offering has 
achieved atonement. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, the meat should be fit for consump- 
tion as well. The Gemara responds: The verse states “to atone,” 
emphasizing that I have given it to you for atonement and for 
nothing else, e.g., consumption of the meat. 


The Gemara notes: Apparently, Shmuel holds that blood sprin- 
kled not in its proper place is considered as though it were 
sprinkled in its proper place." But we learned in a mishna 
in another chapter (32a): If an unfit person placed the blood 
upon the ramp, or on the wall of the altar that is not opposite 
the base of the altar; or if he placed the blood that is to be 
placed below the red line above the red line, or if he placed 
the blood that is to be placed above the red line below the red 
line; or if he placed the blood that is to be placed inside the 
Sanctuary outside the Sanctuary or the blood that is to be 
placed outside the Sanctuary inside the Sanctuary, then if there 
is blood of the soul that remains in the animal, the priest fit for 
Temple service should collect the blood again and sprinkle it 
on the altar. 


The Gemara continues: And if it would enter your mind to 
say that blood sprinkled not in its proper place is considered 
as though it were sprinkled in its proper place, why do I need 
the fit priest to collect the blood again and sprinkle it? And if 
you would say that although the first sprinkling already effected 
atonement, the second sprinkling is necessary to permit the meat 
of the offering for consumption, is there such a concept as a 
sprinkling that does not itself effect atonement and yet permits 
the meat for consumption? Rather, one must conclude that 
the first sprinkling did not effect atonement at all, since it was 
not sprinkled in its proper place. 


The Gemara responds: Ifa fit priest had initially placed the blood 
improperly, the sprinkling would indeed have effected atonement 
after the fact and there would not be another sprinkling. But 
here we are dealing with a case where an unfit person placed™ 
the blood, so that it did not effect atonement at all. 


The Gemara asks: But if the mishna is dealing with a case where 
an unfit person placed the blood initially, then the offering should 
be rejected" permanently, as we learned in the same mishna: 
And with regard to all unfit people who collected the blood 
with the intent to offer it beyond its designated time or outside 
its designated area, if there is blood of the soul that remains 
in the animal, the priest fit for Temple service should collect 
the blood again and sprinkle it on the altar. Since the mishna 
states this halakha only with regard to collection of the blood, 
one can infer that specifically if an unfit person collected the 
blood with improper intent, a fit priest can indeed collect the 
blood again, but if they sprinkled the blood with improper intent 
he cannot. What is the reason for this? Is it not because the 
offering is rejected permanently when an unfit person sprinkles 
its blood? 
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The Gemara responds: No, the offering is rejected because it is 
disqualified by the improper intent of the person sprinkling the 
blood, not because that person is unfit. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, then improper intent with regard 
to collection of the blood should disqualify the offering as well. 
And furthermore, does intent disqualify offerings in such cases? 
But doesn’t Rava say: Intent is effective to disqualify an offer- 
ing only" when it is expressed by one who is fit for the Temple 
service, and with regard to an item that is fit for the Temple 
service," and in a place that is fit for the Temple service?" Here, 
the one collecting the blood is unfit. 


The Gemara responds: Do not say that one infers from the mishna 
that if an unfit person sprinkled the blood with improper intent 
a fit priest cannot collect it again. Rather, say that one infers that 
if an unfit person slaughtered the offering with improper intent 
the mistake cannot be rectified. Slaughter is valid if performed by 
one unfit for the Temple service, and therefore an unfit person's 
improper intent is effective to disqualify the offering. By contrast, 
collection and sprinkling of the blood must be performed by a fit 
priest. Consequently, an unfit person’s intent with regard to those 
rites does not disqualify the offering. 


The Gemara asks: According to this interpretation, what is the 
mishna teaching us? Can it mean to teach only that improper 
intent by an unfit person during slaughter disqualifies the offer- 
ing? We already learn this in the same mishna (31b), which states: 
With regard to all those who are unfit for Temple service who 
slaughtered an offering, their slaughter is valid, and therefore, 
these unfit people disqualify the offering with improper intent. 


The Gemara responds: This is what the mishna teaches us: That 
one who is unfit can disqualify the offering only during its slaugh- 
ter, but from the rite of collection of the blood onward" the 
intent of an unfit person does not disqualify the offering. What 
is the reason for this? It is like that which Rava says: Intent is 
effective to disqualify an offering only when expressed by one 
who is fit for the service in question. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If one slaughtered 

an offering and had intent to place the blood that is to be placed 
above the red line below the red line, or to place the blood that 
is to be placed below the red line above the red line, and he 
had intent to do so immediately," i.e., on the same day, the offer- 
ing remains fit. Therefore, if he subsequently had intent when 
performing the other rites 


to burn or eat the offering or sprinkle its blood outside its desig- 
nated area, the offering is disqualified," and there is no liability 
for karet for burning or partaking of it. But if he had intent to 
perform one of those actions beyond its designated time, then it 
is rendered piggul," and one is liable to receive karet for burning 
or partaking of it. 


HALAKHA 


Outside its designated area the offering is disqualified - yin 
3) Toa inip: If one intended to place blood below the red 
line when it ought to be placed above, or had a similar improper 
intention that does not disqualify the offering, and he simulta- 
neously intended to consume or burn the offering or sprinkle 


its blood beyond its designated time, the offering is rendered 
piggul. If instead he simultaneously intended to perform such 
an act outside its designated area, the offering is disqualified 
but not rendered piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 16:5). 


HALAKHA =£—W¥———__—_ 
Intent is effective only, etc. — ^91) xx nbyin TIVTA py: 
Improper intent is effective to disqualify an offering only 
when expressed by one who is fit for the Temple service, 
and with regard to an item fit for the Temple service, and in 
a place that is fit for the Temple service. Consequently, if one 
unfit for the Temple service performed a sacrificial rite with 
improper intent, he does not disqualify the offering. Rather, 
if blood of the soul remains, a fit priest collects and sprinkles 
appropriately and the offering is fit, in accordance with 
the statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:2—4). 


Slaughtered, the mistake cannot be rectified - xb yon: 
If an unfit person slaughtered an offering with improper 
ntent, the offering is disqualified because slaughter is valid 
performed by non-priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:2). 


NOTES 
And with regard to an item that is fit for the Temple 
service — anayd MTT 21: The Ra'avad, in his commen- 
ary on Torat Kohanim, interprets this as referring to the 
animal, which would not be fit if blemished or otherwise 
disqualified. Yet the Gemara in tractate Menahot (5b) names 
he omer meal offering brought on Passover as an item unfit 
or Temple service. This indicates that the phrase: Unfit for 


Temple service, denotes an item that is sacrificed only in spe- 


cial circumstances, e.g., the omer meal offering, composed of 
barley, which is never otherwise offered as a meal offering. 


The Shita Mekubbetzet and Tosafot on tractate Menahot sug- 


gest in addition that the omer meal offering is exceptional 
because it is brought from the new year’s grain, which is 
otherwise unfit for sacrifice until after Shavuot. 


And in a place that is fit for the Temple service - Dipan 
mjay +71: If the altar is damaged, it is not fit for service 
until it is fixed (Rashi, citing Menahot sb). The Ra’avad, in 
his commentary on Torat Kohanim, interprets the phrase in 
accordance with the Gemara here, as excluding a case where 
blood was sprinkled on the wrong section of the altar. 


Immediately — any: This means that if his intent was 
improper only with regard to where the blood would be 
placed, but he intended to perform the sprinkling at the 
appropriate time, the offering is not disqualified. Although 
ailure to place the blood in its appropriate place renders the 
meat prohibited for consumption, the offering remains fit 
because improper intent disqualifies an offering only when it 
is expressed with regard to the timing or area of certain rites, 
or in some cases the designation of the offering (see 36a). 


NOTES ——_—_—_—_———_ 
Beyond its designated time it is piggul, etc. - Save iat yin 
"131: An offering is rendered piggul when the only impropri- 
ety in its sacrifice is intent to burn or consume it or sprinkle its 
blood beyond its appointed time. Only offerings designated 
as piggul carry the penalty of karet for their consumption. 
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HALAKHA =—W¥—____—_- 
The next day the offering is disqualified - bps sna: 
f one intended to sprinkle the blood on the altar the 
ollowing day and in the wrong place, e.g., above the 
red line as opposed to below it, the offering is disquali- 
fied, but it is not rendered piggul, because even without 
he improper intent with regard to the sacrifice’s timing 
he meat would still be prohibited for consumption. This 
ruling is in accordance with Shmuel’s opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:6, and see 
Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there). 
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If he had intent to sprinkle the blood improperly the next day, 
beyond the permitted time, then the offering is disqualified." 
Nevertheless, it is not rendered piggul, because he also had intent 
to sprinkle the blood improperly. Therefore, if he subsequently 
had intent to sacrifice the offering or consume its meat, whether 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, it is 
disqualified and there is no liability for karet for burning or par- 
taking of it, because an offering can be rendered piggul only if it 
would have otherwise been fit. 


The Gemara asks: But if blood sprinkled not in its proper place 
is considered as though it were sprinkled in its proper place, 
then in this case above, where he had intent to sprinkle the blood 
improperly the next day, is the offering merely disqualified? Since 
it is considered as though he had intent to sprinkle the blood 
properly the next day, shouldn't the offering be rendered piggul? 


Mar Zutra said: Intent with regard to sprinkling that permits 
the meat for consumption can cause the offering to become 
piggul. Intent with regard to sprinkling that does not render the 
meat permitted for consumption does not cause it to become 
piggul. Even Shmuel concedes that although the owner achieves 
atonement, if the blood is sprinkled in an improper place the meat 
may not be consumed. Accordingly, this offering is not rendered 


piggul. 


Rav Ashi said to Mar Zutra: From where do you derive this? 
Mar Zutra replied: I derive it from a verse, as it is written: “And if 
any of the flesh of his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third 
day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who 
offers it, it shall be piggul” (Leviticus 7:18). The verse indicates 
that only an offering whose intent of piggul alone caused it to be 
disqualified is considered piggul. Excluded is this case, whose 
intent of piggul alone did not cause it to be disqualified; rather, 
the prohibition of something else, i.e., the intent to sprinkle the 
blood in an improper location, caused it to be disqualified. 


The Gemara challenges: But if so, i.e., if blood applied not in its 
proper place is considered as though it were applied in its proper 
place, and the intent to sprinkle the blood the next day does not 
render the offering piggul, then it should not even be disqualified 
due to such an intention. Why, then, does the baraita rule that it 
is disqualified? 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: In general, intent to perform the 
rites of an offering beyond its designated time disqualifies the 
offering, even when it does not render it piggul, just as is the case 
with regard to the intent to leave" portions of the offering for the 
next day, as taught in a mishna in the next chapter (3sb), and 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda there, that intent to 
leave the blood until the next day rather than sprinkling it on the 
altar disqualifies the offering even though it does not render it 


piggul. 


NOTES 


Just as is the case with regard to the intent to leave - 7 
mt nawa% mrt: According to the Rambam, the Gemara 
does not mean that the tanna of this mishna holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in that mishna, but 
instead he draws an analogy: Just as Rabbi Yehuda holds that 
intent to leave the blood until the next day disqualifies the 
offering without rendering it piggul, so too in this case one can 
hold that the intent to sprinkle the blood improperly beyond 


its appointed time disqualifies the offering without rendering 
it piggul. Therefore, the Rambam rules in accordance with the 
mishna here, although he rules against the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda with regard to intent to leave the blood until the next 
day (Kiryat Sefer, Kesef Mishne). Other later commentaries point 
out that a precise reading of the Gemara supports this interpre- 
tation (see Sefat Emet). 
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§ The Gemara cites additional opinions with regard to the state- 
ment of the mishna that blood misapplied on the altar disqualifies 
the offering. Reish Lakish says: Actually, when the mishna states 
that the offering is disqualified, this is to be taken literally, i.e., 
that the owner does not even achieve atonement through it. And 
nevertheless, blood sprinkled not in its proper place is considered 
as though it were sprinkled in its proper place, and it effects atone- 
ment. And the apparent contradiction between these two claims 
is not difficult: Here, where misapplication of the blood effects 
atonement, it is a case where he placed it in silence, i.e., without 
specific intent; there, in the mishna, it is a case where he placed 
it with a statement," i.e., intent to consume the offering beyond its 
appointed time. 


Since Reish Lakish agrees with the statement of Shmuel that blood 
applied not in its proper place is considered as though it were 
applied in its proper place, the Gemara poses the same difficulties 
to the statement of Reish Lakish as posed above to Shmuel: We 
learned in a baraita: If one slaughtered an offering and had intent 
to place the blood that is to be placed below the red line above 
the red line, or to place the blood that is to be placed above the red 
line below the red line, etc., until the response of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak: Just as is the case with regard to the intent to leave por- 
tions of the offering for the next day, and according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, etc. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Both here and there, i.e., in the mishna here 
as well as in the mishna in the next chapter (32a), it is a case where 
he placed the blood in silence. And the mishna here rules that the 
offering is completely disqualified because blood applied not in its 
proper place is not considered as though it were applied in its 
proper place. And that mishna in the next chapter, which states 
that the blood may be collected and sprinkled again, is referring to 
a case where there is blood of the soul left in the animal to sprinkle 
again, while this mishna is referring to a case where there is no 


blood of the soul left. 


The Gemara challenges: We learned in the mishna that if the blood 
was misapplied on the altar, the offering is disqualified, but there 
is no liability for karet for one who partakes of the meat. Granted, 
according to Reish Lakish, who explains that the mishna is refer- 
ring to one who expresses intent to sacrifice or consume the offer- 
ing beyond its designated time, this is the reason that the tanna 
teaches: Disqualified, but there is no liability for karet for burn- 
ing or partaking of it, to stress that although one sprinkled the 
blood with intent of piggul, since the sprinkling was performed 
improperly, his intent does not render the offering piggul, and one 
who partakes of it is not liable to receive karet. 


But according to Rabbi Yohanan, who explains that the mishna 
is referring to a case where the blood was sprinkled with no specific 
intent, of what necessity is the clause: There is no liability for 
karet for burning or partaking of it? Since the offering is disquali- 
fied because the blood was placed not in its proper place, and there 
was no intent of piggul, why would one think that there should be 
liability for karet? The Gemara responds: Indeed, this clause is 
difficult for Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Shmuel," of what necessity is 
the clause: There is no liability for karet for burning or partaking 
of it? The Gemara responds: This is what the mishna is saying: 
If one placed the blood improperly with intent" that would 
otherwise render the offering piggul, the offering is disqualified, 
but there is no liability for karet for burning or partaking of it, 
because such sprinkling would not have permitted the meat for 
consumption. 


NOTES 
There, where he placed it with a statement - paw x3 
Myra: Although Reish Lakish introduces a new ele- 
ment to the case not mentioned explicitly in the mishna, 
the ruling in the mishna seems appropriate to the case 
as he explains it. 


And according to Shmuel - Send: The Gemara’s 
question is: Since Shmuel interprets the mishna as rul- 
ing that the offering successfully effects atonement, it 
cannot be that the priest sprinkled the blood with intent 
o consume or burn the offering beyond its appointed 
ime; if so, why might it have occurred to anyone that the 
offering would be piggul? 


If one placed the blood with intent - 73wna m) OX: 


The expanded mishna would then read as follows: If the 


priest placed the blood that is placed below the red line 
above the red line, etc., the offering effects atonement, 
but its meat is disqualified. And if he did so with intent 
o consume or burn the offering beyond its appointed 
ime, the offering is completely disqualified, and there is 
no liability for karet for one who partakes of it. 
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He may not gather it up — 139D%? x»: Although the sprin- 
kling is invalid, Rabbi Yosei does not hold that it is as though 
the blood were spilled out on the floor, because it reaches 
the physical structure of the altar. Therefore, the blood may 
not be gathered up and sprinkled again. 
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The Gemara challenges: And according to Rabbi Yohanan, if 
blood sprinkled not in its proper place is not considered as 
though it were sprinkled in its proper place, it should be as if it 
spilled from the service vessel onto the floor, and let the priest 
gather it up and sprinkle it again properly. Why, then, does the 
mishna rule that it is disqualified? 


The Gemara responds: The tanna of the mishna holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who says: He may not gather 
it up. As Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 
All concede with regard to the blood that is to be placed above 
the red line that if one placed it above the red line, and likewise 
with regard to the blood that is to be placed below the red line if 
one placed it below the red line, not in accordance with the 
procedure dictated by its mitzva, e.g., with the left hand or with 
improper intent, he may not gather it up again. They disagree 
only with regard to the blood that is to be placed above the red 
line that one placed below the red line, and blood that is to be 
placed below the red line that one placed above the red line, as 
Rabbi Yosei says: He may not gather it up," and Rabbi Shimon 
says: He may gather it up. 


And our mishna is in accordance with the statement of the one 
who says: He may not gather it up. 


And Rav Hisda says that Avimi says: Everyone concedes with 
regard to the blood that is to be placed below the red line that if 
one placed it above the red line he may not gather it up again. 
And all the more so with regard to the blood that is to be placed 
above the red line that one placed below the red line, since the 
blood placed above the red line will eventually run down the side 
of the altar and reach below the red line. They disagree only with 
regard to the blood that is to be placed inside the Sanctuary that 
one placed outside on the external altar, or blood that is to be 
placed outside that one placed inside, as Rabbi Yosei says: He 
may gather it up, as though it had spilled on the floor, and Rabbi 
Shimon says: He may not gather it up, because the blood was 
nevertheless placed on an altar. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: We learn in a baraita as well that 
if the blood is misapplied on the altar it may not be gathered, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: Rabbi Yehuda 
says that the verse states: “This is the law of the burnt offering: It 
is that which goes up [haola] on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviti- 
cus 6:2), from which it is derived that a disqualified offering that 
ascended upon the altar shall not descend from it. These terms, 
i.e., “this,” “it,” and “that,” are three terms of exclusion, which 
serve to exclude three cases of disqualified offerings from this 
halakha: An offering that was slaughtered at night," one whose 
blood was spilled, and one whose blood emerged outside the 
curtains, i.e., the Temple courtyard. In these cases, even if the 
offering ascended upon the altar it shall descend. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude an a that was slaughtered at night, etc. —- and it then ascended onto the altar, it must descend, in accor- 


Sones 


hares or rife blood was asspilled, or if it left the Temple courtyard, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:6). 
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Rabbi Shimon says: From the term “burnt offering [ola]” I have 

derived only that a fit burnt offering shall not descend. From 
where is it derived that the halakha includes an offering that was 

slaughtered at night, or one whose blood was spilled, or one 

whose blood emerged outside the curtains, or one that was left 
overnight, or one that left the courtyard, or one that became 

impure," or one that was slaughtered with intent to consume it 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, or an 

offering for which an unfit person collected and sprinkled its 

blood, or a case where one placed the blood that is to be placed 

above the red line below it, or where one placed the blood that is 

to be placed below the red line above it, or where one placed the 

blood that is to be placed inside the Sanctuary outside on the 

external altar, or where one placed the blood that is to be placed 

outside the Sanctuary inside it, or a Paschal offering or a sin offer- 
ing that one slaughtered not for their sake? From where is it 
derived that if these offerings ascended they shall not descend? 


The verse states: “The law of the burnt offering [haola]; literally: 
That which goes up. The verse included under one law all items that 
ascend upon the altar, teaching that if they ascended the altar, they 
shall not descend. 


One might have thought that I should include even an animal that 
copulated with a person,’ or an animal that was the object of 
bestiality, or an animal that was set aside for idol worship, or an 
animal that was worshipped as a deity, or an animal that was given 
as payment to a prostitute® or as the price of a dog, or an animal 
born of a mixture of diverse kinds,’ or an animal that is a tereifa,® 
or an animal born by caesarean section. The verse therefore states: 
“This,” to exclude these animals from the halakha. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see as the reason to include 
the former cases and to exclude the latter ones? The Gemara 
responds: I include these former cases, whose disqualification 
occurred in sanctity," i.e., in the course of the Temple service, and 
I exclude these latter cases, whose disqualification did not occur 
in sanctity and were disqualified as offerings from the outset. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak continues: In any event, the baraita 
teaches that if one placed the blood that is to be placed below the 
red line above it, or if one placed the blood that is to be placed 
above the red line belowit, the offering does not descend from the 
altar. And Rabbi Yehuda does not disagree, even though he holds 
that if the blood spilled on the ground the offering descends from 
the altar. What is the reason for this? Is it not because even if the 
blood was misapplied, the altar has absorbed" the blood and it is 
not considered to have been spilled on the floor? Conclude from 
it that ifblood was misapplied on the altar, the priest may not gather 
it up again, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan. 


BACKGROUND 


Animal that copulated with a person — yait: An animal that 
copulated with a person, or one that has been set aside to be used 
as an offering to an idol, or one that has been worshipped as an 
idol are all disqualified from being used as offerings, although it 
is permitted to derive benefit from them. 


Payment to a prostitute — janx: The Torah prohibits the sacrifice 
of an animal used as payment to a prostitute or exchanged for a 
dog (see Deuteronomy 23:19). The Sages explain that the disquali- 
fication applies only to animals used directly for these purposes, 
but not to other items exchanged for those animals. Therefore, if 
money is given as payment to a prostitute, and she then uses it to 
purchase an animal, the animal is not disqualified. Likewise, only 
an animal that was directly exchanged for a dog is disqualified. 


Diverse kinds - pxdp: The Torah prohibits crossbreeding different 
species of animals (Leviticus 19:19). This transgression is punishable 
by lashes. It is permitted to make use of the offspring of cross- 
breeding, e.g., a mule. The halakhot governing this prohibition 
are discussed in tractate Kilayim. 


Tereifa — 79W: Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal tha 
suffers from a condition that will cause it to die within twelve 
months. It is prohibited by Torah law to eat a slaughtered anima 
that had been injured or stricken with a disease of this nature, 
although the actual source for the prohibition is a matter of 
dispute. Some authorities cite Exodus 22:30: “You shall not ea 
any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field,’ while others sugges 
Deuteronomy 14:21: “You shall not eat of anything that died oi 
itself” According to the Minhat Hinnukh and others, both verses 
together serve as the source for the prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


That was left overnight, or that left the courtyard, 
or that became impure, etc. — ^3) KAYT KYM jon: 
Offerings whose blood, meat, or portions burned on 
the altar were left overnight, or became ritually impure, 
or were disqualified by improper intent with regard to 
the sacrifice's timing or location, or whose blood an 
unfit person collected or sprinkled, or whose blood was 
sprinkled out of place, and offerings of the most sacred 
order that were slaughtered or their blood collected in 
the south of the Temple courtyard, are all disqualified. 
Still, if any of these offerings ascended onto the altar, 
they shall not descend, as even Rabbi Yehuda concedes 
as much in such cases (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7). 


NOTES 


Whose disqualification occurred in sanctity - mrw 
vipa fos: The meaning of this phrase is subject to 
dispute among the early commentaries. According to 
Rashi, it means that the animal was disqualified within 
the Temple, as opposed to an animal that copulated 
with a person or other animals disqualified before they 
arrived at the Temple. Tosafot interpret the term as 
denoting disqualified offerings that could theoretically 
be sacrificed in other circumstances, e.g., on a private 
altar before the Temple was built. Excluded are animals 
that could never be sacrificed under any circumstances 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Because the altar has absorbed - nam mybpT Dwn: 
One cannot suggest that according to Rabbi Yehuda, 
blood sprinkled not in its correct place is considered 
to have been sprinkled in its correct place and for 
this reason he does not say that an offering whose 
blood was misapplied must descend, since the baraita 
mentions only disqualified offerings that do not effect 
atonement (Rashi). 
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BACKGROUND 


Inner altar — 7299571 mata: Also known as the golden altar or 
the incense altar, this small structure stood in the middle of 
the Sanctuary. It was one cubit long, one cubit wide, and two 
cubits high. This altar was overlaid with gold, and it had four 
protrusions, one on each corner. Incense was sacrificed every 
day on the inner altar, and on Yom Kippur the blood of the 
special Yom Kippur offerings was sprinkled on top of it and 
on the protrusions. 


Olive-bulk - m3: An olive-bulk is one of the most significant 
halakhic units of volume. By Torah law, the act of eating is 
defined as consuming one olive-bulk, and every mitzva that 
either requires or prohibits eating is referring to this measure. 
The measure is defined in terms of the water displacement of 
a particular type of olive, and the precise size of this measure- 
ment is not clear. One talmudic passage indicates that it is 
almost half an egg-bulk, while another indicates that it is less 
than one-third of an egg-bulk. The opinions with regard to the 
measure of an olive-bulk range from 5 cc to 50 cc. 


HALAKHA 


The inner altar sanctifies disqualified offerings, etc. — mata 
a>) pois wpa naa: The inner altar sanctifies disqualified 
offerings, whether or no they are suited for it. The external 
altar sanctifies disqualified offerings only if they are suited 
for it. For example, if disqualified animal offerings ascended 
onto the external altar, they do not descend. But if strange 
incense ascended on it, it must descend, because incense is 
never offered on the external altar. If the handful from a meal 
offering was placed on the inner altar, it shall not descend, 
even though meal offerings are never offered on the inner 
altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:18). 


To sprinkle its blood outside, etc. — 1317310 int pind: lfone 
slaughters an offering for its own sake, but with intention to 
sprinkle its blood or burn one of its sacrificial portions outside 
of the Temple courtyard, or to partake of one its eaten portions 
outside of its designated area, the offering is disqualified by 
this intent, but it is not rendered piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1, 16:1). 


To sprinkle its blood the next day - DA int pind: If one 
slaughters an offering for its own sake but with intention to 
sprinkle its blood after sunset, or to burn one of its sacrificial 
portions the next day, or to partake of one its eaten portions 
beyond its designated time, the offering is rendered piggul 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1). 


And one is liable to receive karet for it — m3 voy pam: 
If an offering is rendered piggul, one who intentionally par- 
takes of an olive-bulk or more of its meat is liable to receive 
karet. lf he did so unintentionally, he is liable to bring a sin 
offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:6). 


1§2 ZEVAHIM: PEREK II: 27B°:31347’2 95 


maT Maw NWYN 127 WX 
pois wpn 


PAPIT KIAN 27 YOWN XP NN 
73093 


— soy IT NPON T DDIN ON 
an ba yaip bax mh MTT DF 
È pown xp rs) XIX - a 


vax nwy am mip Ivm 
pope wip h pxw no-n 
-pen baa ienna wy 

INY — 1B PY 


nagwe ay nip 237 yA 
nam pe nn - pena naay 
nT NbN paoa wpa pern 
PNY pa to ey pa — mam i 
BY - 

DENT 


it pith naa ny oniwa 29009 
vopn na wot nypa ix yana 
PNDR NYPA İN Ve PDY 


m ia ap bape - ‘ying aie 


snd sat nspa anid ina pind 
nypn ix ana Py o. 
wa iwa Diay aa VHX 


biwa - ana ie siya t mp 
mp vhy pam 


mhg aiy AND 193 


ONT KYY ON TD NNT 


§ Pursuant to the discussion of disqualified offerings that do not 
descend from the external altar, Rabbi Eliezer says: The inner 
altar," i.e., the golden altar inside the Sanctuary, sanctifies dis- 
qualified offerings" such that if they ascended onto it, they do not 
descend. 


The Gemara asks: What is this statement teaching us? We already 
learn this in the above baraita: If one placed the blood that is to 
be placed inside the Sanctuary outside on the external altar, or if 
one placed the blood that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary 
inside it, on the golden altar, the offering does not descend. 


The Gemara responds: If one were to learn the halakha only from 
there, I would say: This matter applies only to blood mistakenly 
placed on the golden altar, as it is fit to be placed on that altar in 
certain contexts, i.e., the blood of the bull and goat sin offerings 
on Yom Kippur; but with regard to a handful from a meal offering, 
which is not fit to be placed on the golden altar in any context, I 
will say that it is not sanctified when placed on it. Rabbi Eliezer 
therefore teaches us that even a handful from a meal offering does 
not descend from it. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If strange 
incense," i.e., incense that it is prohibited to burn on the golden 
altar, ascended onto the altar, it shall descend, as only the exter- 
nal altar sanctifies disqualified offerings that are suited for it. 
One can infer that the external altar does sanctify disqualified 
offerings, but the inner altar does not. 


The Gemara responds: Answer like this: The baraita means that 
if strange incense ascended onto the external altar, it shall 
descend, as the external altar sanctifies only disqualified offer- 
ings that are suited for it. But the inner altar sanctifies everything, 
whether it is suited for it or it is not suited for it. What is the 
reason for this? This, the external altar, is considered part of 
the floor, since it is fixed to the floor of the Temple, and that, 
the inner altar, is considered a service vessel with a higher level 
of sanctity. 


MI S HN A With regard to one who slaughters the 


offering with intent to sprinkle its blood 
outside" the Temple or to sprinkle part of its blood outside 
the Temple, to burn its sacrificial portions outside the Temple 
or to burn part of its sacrificial portions outside the Temple, 
to partake of its meat outside the Temple or to partake of an 
olive-bulk® of its meat outside the Temple, or to partake of 
an olive-bulk of the skin of the tail outside the Temple, in all of 
these cases the offering is disqualified, and there is no liability 
for karet for one who partakes of it. 


But if one had intent to sprinkle its blood the next day" or part 
of its blood the next day, to burn its sacrificial portions the next 
day or to burn part of its sacrificial portions the next day, to 
partake of its meat the next day’ or to partake of an olive-bulk 
of its meat the next day, or to partake of an olive-bulk of the 
skin of the tail the next day, the offering is piggul, and one is 
liable to receive karet for burning or partaking of it." 


The students assumed that the skin of 
GEMARA «ea 


NOTES 


Strange incense — 1% MP: This is referring to any incense 
offered voluntarily, since no incense may be offered except 
at the time explicitly prescribed in the Torah as a communal 
obligation, every morning and afternoon (see Menahot 50a). 


To partake of its meat the next day — ar) iwa Sion): This 
is referring to offerings that may be eaten only on the day of 


the sacrifice and the following night, e.g., sin offerings. Other 
offerings, e.g., individual peace offerings, may be eaten the 
next day as well, and in such cases only intent to consume 
their meat after that time renders them piggul. In all cases, 
the sacrificial portions must be burned by the end of the first 
night, and intent to burn them beyond that time renders the 
offering piggul (Rashi). 
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is considered as though it were part of the tail" itself. The tail of a 
sheep sacrificed as a peace offering is burned on the altar rather than 
eaten. But ifso, one who slaughters the sheep with intent to consume 
the skin of its tail the next day has intent to shift its consumption 
from consumption by the altar, i.e., burning the offering, to con- 
sumption by a person. Since intent to consume part of an offering 
beyond its designated time renders an offering piggul only if that 
part is intended for human consumption, why does the mishna rule 
that such an offering is piggul? 


Shmuel says: In accordance with whose opinion is this? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says: One can 
have intent to shift an item’s consumption from consumption by 
the altar to consumption by a person, or from consumption by a 
person to consumption by the altar, and the offering will still be 
rendered piggul. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (35a): In a case of one who slaugh- 
ters the offering with intent to partake of an item whose typical 
manner is such that one does not partake of it, or to burn an item 
whose typical manner is such that one does not burn it on the altar, 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, the offering 
is fit. And Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with which opinion did you inter- 
pret the mishna here? You interpreted it in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. But if so, say the latter clause, i.e., the next 
mishna (29b): This is the principle: Anyone who slaughters the 
animal, or who collects the blood, or who conveys the blood, or 
who sprinkles the blood with the intent to partake of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, or to burn an 
item whose typical manner is such that one burns it on the altar, 
beyond its designated time, renders it piggul. 


One can infer that intent to partake of an item whose typical manner 
is such that one partakes of it does render it piggul, while intent to 
partake of an item whose typical manner is such that one does not 
partake of it" does not render it piggul. In this clause, we arrive at 
the opinion of the Rabbis. Can it be that the first clause is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, while the latter clause is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis? Shmuel said to him: 
Yes. That is how one must understand the mishna. 


Rav Huna says: The skin of the tail is not considered as though 
it were the tail" itself. Unlike the tail itself, its skin is consumed. 
Consequently, both this mishna and the next can be understood in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rava said: What is the 
reasoning of Rav Huna? As the verse states: “And he shall present 
of the sacrifice of peace offerings an offering made by fire unto the 
Lord: The fat thereof, the fat tail” (Leviticus 3:9), indicating that 
the priest must offer the fat of the tail on the altar, but not the skin 
of the tail. 


Rav Hisda says: Actually, the skin of the tail is considered as 
though it were the tail itself, and it is burned on the altar. And here, 
in the mishna, we are dealing with the tail of a kid, which is not 
burned on the altar but is consumed. Accordingly, intent to consume 
it outside its designated time renders it piggul. 


The Gemara notes: All of them, Rav Huna and Rav Hisda, do not 
say as Shmuel says, since they do not wish to interpret that the first 
clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer and the 
latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And 
Shmuel and Rav Hisda do not say as Rav Huna says, since they 
heard that the skin of the tail is considered as though it were the 
tail itself. 


NOTES 


Is considered as though it were part of the tail - 
nI mys: The Torah (Leviticus 3:9) commands that 
when a sheep i is sacrificed as a peace offering, the fatty 
area around its tail must be burned on the altar together 
with the portions that are burned in all other offerings. 
This does not apply to other animals such as goats, since 
only sheep possess a fat tail. 

In general, the hide of an offering is not considered 
part of the flesh, and it is neither eaten nor burned on 
the altar. The skin of the tail is listed in tractate Hullin as 
being considered meat for purposes of ritual impurity, 
since it is soft and edible. The question therefore arises: 
Is it considered edible meat in the context of offerings 
as well, in which case intent to partake of it beyond 
its designated time would render the offering piggul? 
Alternatively, perhaps it is considered part of the fat tail 
itself, which must be burned rather than eaten, in which 
case only intent to burn it beyond its designated time 
would render the offering piggul. 


BACKGROUND 
Tail - mong: This is referring to the long, thick, fatty tail 
characteristic of sheep found in Eretz Yisrael and its 
environs during talmudic times. The tail of this sheep 
would cover a large part of the animal's rear, such that 
the sex of an individual sheep was difficult to determine, 
particularly in lambs. 


Fat-tailed sheep 


HALAKHA 


Whose typical manner is such that one does not 
partake of it — ^31 5iagh i371 pw: If in the process 
one of the four sacrificial rites: Slaughter, collection 
of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and its 
sprinkling on the altar, one intends to partake of an 
item whose typical manner is such that one does not 
partake of it, or to burn an item whose typical manner 
is such that one does not burn it, outside its designated 
area or beyond its designated time, the offering remains 
fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:8). 


The skin of the tail is not considered as though it were 
the tail - 73 moa wd mong iy: The skin of an animal 
is not one of the eaten portions of an offering, nor is it 
burned on the altar. The skin of the tail is considered 
an eaten portion. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Huna, which is supported by a baraita 
and the straightforward understanding of the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7; 
see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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NOTES 


What is the mishna teaching us, etc. — yawn xp KI 
5 p: According to Shmuel’s opinion, the mishna’s efer- 
ence to the skin of the tail teaches that eaten portions 
and sacrificial portions are interchangeable with regard 
to improper intent, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer. According to Rav Huna's opinion, it teaches 
that the skin of the tail is considered an edible portion of 
the offering even though the tail itself must be burned 
on the altar. According to Rav Hisda, who holds that the 
tail in question is not a sheep tail, it is unclear why the 
mishna would single it out from any other portion of the 
offering that is not burned. 


Whose skin is like their meat - was ppniniyw: The 
mishna is referring to matters of ritual impurity. When 
the skin of an animal is soft it is considered part of its 
meat rather than an independent entity. It can then 
be counted as part of the measure of meat required to 
impart ritual impurity. 


Hooves - nipa ma: In tractate Hullin (122b), the Sages 
disagree as to ‘Whether this is referring only to the hide 
adjacent to the hooves, or to the hide covering the entire 
bottom part of the animal's leg. 


Young calf- pgh: In tractate Hullin (122b), the Gemara 
establishes that this is a calf less than one year old, or 
one that still nurses from its mother. 


HALAKHA 
Skin beneath the tail - myn Dnnw diy: The skin 
underneath the tail imparts ritual impurity as though 
it were the animal's meat. If one begins to process it 
into leather, it ceases to be susceptible to ritual impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot1:9). 
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BACKGROUND 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Shmuel and Rav Huna 
do not say as Rav Hisda says, that the mishna is referring to the 
tail of a kid? The Gemara responds that they reason: According to 
Rav Hisda, what is the mishna teaching us" by referring specifically 
to the skin of the tail? Does it mean to teach simply that the skin 
of the tail is considered edible, like the tail itself? We already learn 
this in another mishna (Hullin 122a): These are the entities whose 
skin has a halakhic status like that of their meat," since it is soft 
and edible: The skin beneath the tail." 


The Gemara asks: And Rav Hisda, how would he respond? The 
Gemara answers: The reference here to the skin of the tail was 
necessary, as given only the mishna in tractate Hullin, it might 
enter your mind to say: This matter, the equation between the 
skin of the tail and the tail itself, applies only with regard to the 
matter of ritual impurity, as the skin of the tail is soft and edible, 
and itis therefore counted as part of the tail. But here, with regard 
to the matter of the Temple service, I will say that the verse states 
with regard to the gifts to which members of the priesthood are 
entitled: “As a consecrated portion” (Numbers 18:8), to indicate 
that they must be eaten in greatness, in the way that the kings 
eat. And since kings do not generally eat the skin of the tail, I will 
say that it is not considered an eaten portion of the offering. The 
mishna therefore teaches us that it is nevertheless considered like 
the tail itself. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who slaugh- 
ters a burnt offering with intent to burn an olive-bulk of the skin 
beneath the tail outside its designated area renders the offering 
disqualified, but there is no liability for karet for one who partakes 
of the offering. If his intent is to burn it beyond its designated 
time, it is rendered piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for 
eating it. This is the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Elazar ben Yehuda of Avelim’ says in the name of Rabbi Ya’akov, 
and so Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda of Kefar Ikos® would say in 
the name of Rabbi Shimon: Whether the hide of the hooves" of 
small livestock, or the skin of the head of a young calf," or the 
skin beneath the tail, or any of the skins that the Sages listed with 
regard to ritual impurity under the heading: These are the entities 
whose skin has a halakhic status like that of their meat, which 
means to include the skin of the womb, if one has intent to burn 
one of them outside its designated area, the offering is disquali- 
fied, but there is no liability for karet for burning or partaking of 
it, and if one’s intent is to burn it beyond its designated time, he 
renders it piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for burning or 
partaking of it. 


Avelim — Dax: Avelim was a town in Eretz Yisrael and was 
called by other, similar names as well. The name is the plural 
form of the word avel, which can mean a place of pasture. This 
town was located in a particularly fertile area with many sources 
of water. The Arab village Avlin, located northeast of the town 
of Shefaram, preserves the old Hebrew name. 

Avelim was significant because it was situated on the road 
from Egypt to Syria and Babylonia, which was an important 
commercial highway. Over the generations, a fort was built 
there to protect the road. It was also the home of several Sages, 
including Rabbi Elazar ben Yehuda and Rabbi Yosef ben Perida, 
who was visited there by his own rabbi, Rabbi Eliezer. The village 
today is the site of ancient ruins, including those of a talmudic- 
era synagogue with an Aramaic inscription over its entrance. 


Locations of Avelim and Kefar Akko 
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Kefar Ikos — Didy 393: Kefar Ikos is identified with the town of 
Kefar Akko, located in the Lower Galilee. Although it is not close 
to the city of Akko, from which its name is derived, it was con- 
sidered part of the same province during the period of sparse 
Jewish population in the Galilee. At some point, perhaps during 
the time of Julius Caesar, the province of Akko was significantly 
reduced, and the town was associated with the province of 
the western Galilee. 

The town is mentioned by Josephus Flavius in his account 
of the Great Revolt of 67 BCE as one of the forts of the Lower 
Galilee. In tractate Ta’‘anit (21a), the town as mentioned as a 
fortified place that could field five hundred foot soldiers, and 
it is possible that this is a reference to the number of soldiers it 
contributed to the Great Revolt. Based on this number, some 
estimate that the total population of the town at the time was 
approximately 2,500 people. 
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One can infer from the baraita that only with regard to a burnt offer- 
ing, yes, the skin of the tail is burned on the altar like the tail itself. 
But with regard to another offering, this is not the halakha. Granted, 
according to Rav Huna, who holds that the skin of the tail of a peace 

offering is not considered as though it were the tail itself, and it is eaten 

rather than burned, this is the reason that the tanna teaches about a 

burnt offering" specifically, as all portions of a burnt offering are 

burned, even those that are eaten in the case of other offerings. But 

according to Rav Hisda, who holds that the skin of the tail is burned 

together with the tail, why does the tanna specifically teach about a 

burnt offering? If the skin of the tail is always considered as though 

it were the tail itself, let the tanna teach about any offering. 


Rav Hisda could have said to you: If you wish, say that the baraita is 
referring to the tail ofa kid, which is never burned on the altar except 
in the case of a burnt offering. And if you wish, say instead that one 
should emend the text of the baraita to teach: One who slaughters 
any offering, etc. 


§ The mishna states that if one intends to consume the meat or sprin- 
kle the blood outside its designated area, the offering is disqualified, 
and there is no liability for karet for one who partakes of it. If one 
intends to do so beyond its designated time, the offering is rendered 
piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for burning or partaking of it. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Shmuel 
says: Two verses are written. 


The Gemara asks: What are these verses? Rabba said: Shmuel is 
referring to two phrases from the verse: “And if any of the flesh of 
his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it shall not be 
accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who offers it; it shall be 
piggul, and the soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 
7:18). The Sages taught that this verse is referring not to offerings 
actually eaten on the third day, but to one who performs one of the 
sacrificial rites with intent to eat the offering beyond its designated 
time. Now, when the verse states: “And if any of the flesh... be at all 
eaten on the third day,” this is referring to intent to consume the 
meat beyond its designated time. 


When the verse states: “It shall be piggul,” this is referring to one who 
has intent to consume it outside its designated area." And when the 
verse states: “And the soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity,’ i.e., 
shall be liable to receive karet, “of it” indicates that only one of the 
above disqualifications carries the penalty of karet for one who par- 
takes of it, but not two of them. And this included case is intent to 
consume the offering beyond its designated time, to the exclusion 
of intent to consume it outside its designated area, which carries no 
such penalty. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say the opposite, that when the verse 
states: “And the soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity,’ this is 
referring to intent to consume the offering outside its designated 
area, to the exclusion of intent to consume it beyond its designated 
time? The Gemara responds: It stands to reason that intent to con- 
sume the offering beyond its designated time is the preferable can- 
didate to carry the punishment of karet, as the verse opened with it. 
The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, intent to consume the 
offering outside its designated area is preferable, as the clause that 
teaches liability for karet is adjacent to it. 


Rather, Abaye said: When Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi came, he said 
that Rav says: Shmuel was actually referring to two separate verses. 
And he relied on that which the tanna taught: The verse is seemingly 
redundant when it states: “And if it be eaten at all on the third day, 
it is piggul; it shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 19:7), in the Torah 
portion that begins: “You shall be holy” (Leviticus 19:2), as there 
is no need for the verse to state this, since it is already stated: “And 
if any of the flesh of his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third 
day... it shall be piggul” (Leviticus 7:18). 


NOTES 


This is the reason that the tanna teaches about a 
burnt offering - aby 37 wT: The skin of a burnt 
offering is not burned. The skin of the tail is not consid- 
ered part of the skin, even though it is not considered 
part of the tail either. Rather, it is considered part of the 
animal's flesh, which is burned on the altar in the case 
of a burnt offering (Rashi). 


Piggul, this is one who has intent to consume it 
outside its designated area — wip yin amt Saas: 
Although the word piggul, which literally means a vile 
or abhorrent item, does not indicate intent to consume 
an offering outside its designated area any more than 
another disqualification, e.g., intent to spill out its blood 
on the floor, intent to consume an offering outside its 
designated area bears thematic resemblance to intent 
to consume it beyond its designated time, which is 
mentioned explicitly in the verse. It therefore stands to 
reason that the verse is referring to this disqualification 
in particular. 
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NOTES 


Apply it to the matter, etc. — ^3) ay aman: The verse's 
explicit reference to the third day is interpreted exegeti- 
cally later in the Gemara (29a): The word “third” teaches 
that the halakha applies to three components of the 
offering: The blood, the meat, and the portions burned 
on the altar. The word “day” teaches that intent to con- 
sume the offering outside its designated area is com- 
parable to intent to do so beyond its designated time 
(Ra‘avad’s commentary on Torat Kohanim). 


The Merciful One restricted it to the prohibition of 
notar — 93 223 KVITI VY»: This passage in Leviticus 
reads: “It shall be eaten the same day you offer it, and on 
he morrow; and if any remain until the third day, it shal 
be burned with fire. And if it be eaten at all on the third 
day, it is piggul; it shall not be accepted. But whoever 
eats it shall bear his iniquity, because he has profaned 
he sacred item of the Lord; and that soul shall be cu 
off from his people” (Leviticus 19:6-8). The first verse 
refers explicitly to the prohibition of notar. Although 
he second verse is interpreted here as referring to inten 
o consume the offering outside its designated area, 
he third verse is nevertheless understood as referring 
o notar again, per the straightforward meaning of the 
verse (Rashi). 


To derive by way of verbal analogy between iniquity 
and iniquity, etc. — 131 fy py sav: The verse that dis- 
cusses piggul (Leviticus 7:18) does not explicitly mention 
the punishment of karet. Rather, it is derived by verbal 
analogy from notar, as the verse states explicitly: “But 
whoever eats it shall bear his iniquity...and that soul 
shall be cut off [venikhreta] from his people” (Leviticus 
19:8). 


Zayin, beit - 1": Tosafot explain that a tradition existed 
with regard to a verbal analogy between the word “iniq- 
uity” used in both verses, but it was unclear to what mat- 
ter the first verse referred. The Gemara therefore posits 
notar as the more reasonable choice, since it is similar 
to piggul in two distinct ways. Comparisons of common 
features are often found where the Gemara attempts 
to decide between two possible verbal analogies, but 
this instance is slightly different, as the verbal analogy 
is a given and only the referent of the source verse is 
in question. Rashi suggests that the Gemara considers 
another verbal analogy altogether as possible, from the 
word “iniquity” used with regard to one who eats meat 
of an offering that has contracted ritual impurity. Since 
that offense does not carry the penalty of karet, such a 
verbal analogy would teach that neither does intent to 
consume the offering beyond its designated time (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


It is derived by verbal analogy between sacred and 
sacred — wtp wip xx: Notar can be called sacred, 
as it consists of meat of an offering that was sacrificed 
properly. The offense is only that it was eaten at the 
improper time. This is in contrast to an offering sacrificed 
with improper intent, which cannot be called sacred 
because it is instantly disqualified (Malbim). 
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Therefore, if the verse is not referring to the matter of intent to 
consume the offering beyond its designated time, apply it to the 
matter’ of intent to consume it outside its designated area. And as 
for the punishment of karet, the Merciful One restricted it to the 
prohibition of notar," i.e., actually partaking of the offering beyond 
its designated time, as the verse states: “But whoever eats it shall 
bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 19:8). This indicates that one is liable 
to receive karet for partaking of notar, to the exclusion of intent to 
consume the offering outside its designated area. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say instead that when the verse 
states: “But whoever eats it shall bear his iniquity,’ this is referring 
to intent to consume the offering outside its designated area, and 
the verse serves to exclude notar from the penalty of karet? 


The Gemara responds: It stands to reason that notar should be 
interpreted as carrying the penalty of karet, because this would 
allow one to derive by way of verbal analogy between “iniquity” 
and “iniquity”" stated with regard to the case of intent to consume 
the meat beyond its designated time, that the punishment of karet 
applies to the latter as well. The verbal analogy would be apt since 
one prohibition is similar to the other in that they share features that 
form the acronym zayin, beit:" Both concern the offering’s desig- 
nated time [zeman], and both are applicable to an offering sacrificed 
on a private altar [bama]. 


The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, intent to consume the 
offering outside its designated area should be interpreted as carry- 
ing the penalty of karet, because this would allow one to derive by 
way of verbal analogy between “iniquity” and “iniquity” stated 
with regard to the case of intent to consume the meat beyond its 
designated time, that the punishment of karet applies to the latter as 
well. The verbal analogy would still be apt since one prohibition is 
similar to the other in that both share features that form the acronym 
mikdash: Both concern intent [mahashava]; both disqualify the 
entire offering even if one had intent with regard to only part [ketzat] 
of it; both occur while collecting or sprinkling the offering’s blood 
[dam]; and with regard to both the verse contains an extraneous 
mention of the third [shelishi] day. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan says that Zavdi bar Levi taught: It is 
derived that the prohibition of notar carries the penalty of karet by 
way of verbal analogy between “sacred” and “sacred.” It is written 
here: “But whoever eats it shall bear his iniquity, because he has 
profaned the sacred item of the Lord; and that soul shall be cut 
off from his people” (Leviticus 19:8). And it is written there: “And 
if any of the flesh of the consecration, or of the bread, remain until 
the morning, then you shall burn the remainder [notar] with fire; 
it shall not be eaten, because it is sacred” (Exodus 29:34). Just as the 
verse there is referring to notar, so too, there verse here is referring 
to notar. 


And consequently, when the Merciful One restricted the penalty 
of karet to the prohibition of eating notar, as the verse states: 
“But whoever eats it shall bear his iniquity,” this restriction serves 
to exclude the case of intent to consume the offering outside its 
designated area from the penalty of karet. 


The Gemara returns to the initial assumption that the statement of 
Shmuel is referring to two verses: And what did you see that led you 

to conclude that the long verse (Leviticus 7:18) is referring to intent 
to consume the offering beyond its designated time, and that the 

verse that mentions the third day (Leviticus 19:7) in the Torah por- 
tion that begins: “You shall be holy,’ is referring to intent to consume 

it outside its designated area? I might just as well reverse the two. 
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The Gemara responds: It stands to reason that the long verse is 
referring to intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 
time, as this allows for one to derive by way of verbal analogy 
between “iniquity” and “iniquity” from notar that an offering sac- 
rificed with such intent carries the penalty of karet. The verbal analogy 
is apt since one prohibition is similar to the other in that both share 
the features mentioned above that form the acronym: Zayin, beit. 


The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, it stands to reason that the 
long verse is referring to intent to consume the offering outside its 
designated area, and that the verse that mentions the third day in 
the Torah portion that begins: “You shall be holy,’ is referring to 
intent to consume it beyond its designated time. This is due to the 
fact that the latter intent is similar to notar in that both prohibitions 
share the features mentioned above that form the acronym: Zayin, 
beit, and it is therefore reasonable that the Torah juxtaposed the two 
in adjacent verses. And if so, when the verse states with regard to 
notar: “But whoever eats it shall bear his iniquity,’ this excludes intent 
to consume the offering beyond its designated time from the penalty 
of karet. 


Rather, Rava says: One must accept the original interpretation of 
Shmuel’s statement, that all of these halakhot with regard to intent to 
consume the offering beyond its designated time or outside its des- 
ignated area are derived from the long verse. As it is written: “If any 
of the flesh of his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it 
shall not be accepted, neither shall it be credited to he who offers it; 


it shall be piggul, and the soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity” 


(Leviticus 7:18). When the verse states: “Be at all eaten [he’akhol 
yeakhel],’ using a doubled verb, the verse speaks of intent with 
regard to two consumptions," one consumption by a person, and 
one consumption by the altar, i.e., burning the offering. Improper 
intent with regard to either of these acts renders the offering piggul. 


The phrase “any of the flesh of his peace offerings” indicates that 
just as a peace offering possesses that which renders piggul and that 
which is rendered piggul, i.e., the blood, which renders the offering 
piggul through one’s intent with regard to its rites, and the meat, 
which is rendered piggul through such intent, so too the verse is 
referring to all offerings that possess that which renders an offering 
piggul and that which is rendered piggul."" 


The term “on the third day” indicates that the verse is referring 
to intent to consume the offering beyond its designated time, as 
peace offerings may be eaten for only two days. 


The phrase “it shall not be accepted” indicates that an offering is 
deemed piggul following the stage of the service at which it would 
have otherwise effected atonement. Therefore, like the acceptance 
of a fit offering, so is the acceptance of a disqualified offering, and 
just as the acceptance of a fit offering does not occur until one 
sacrifices all its permitting factors, i.e., one sprinkles the blood 
properly, so too the acceptance of a disqualified offering does not 
occur until one sacrifices all its permitting factors." 


The term “he who offers” indicates that piggul is disqualified at the 
time of offering, due to improper intent, and it is not disqualified 
on the third day" literally. And when the verse states “it,” this indi- 
cates that the verse is speaking of a disqualification of the offering 
only, but it is not speaking of the priest, who is not disqualified 
from the priesthood through such intent. 


The phrase “neither shall it be credited [ yehashev]” 


And that which is rendered piggul - phann: For example, 
the handful removed from a meal offering and burned on the 
altar is functionally equivalent to the blood of an animal offer- 
ing. It too renders the offering piggul due to one’s improper 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


The verse speaks of two consumptions - »nwa 
Tata N27 nx: It is learned by tradition that 
Leviticus 7:18 is referring to one who intends at the 
time of sacrifice to partake of the offering after its 
designated time, or to burn a sacrificial portion 
beyond its designated time. Such intent renders the 
offering piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:2). 


That which renders an offering piggul and that 
which is rendered piggul - phann paan: One is 
liable to receive karet only for partaking of an item 
that had been rendered permitted for consumption 
or for burning on the altar by some other act involv- 
ing a permitting factor, e.g., the blood of an animal 
offering. Items with no permitting factors, e.g., the 
flesh of sin offerings that are burned whole or meal 
offerings that are burned, cannot be rendered piggul. 
Partaking of such items is considered tantamount to 
partaking of a permitting factor itself, which does 
not carry the penalty of karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7). 


Until one sacrifices all its permitting factors - 
vpn bs yyw W: In the case of any offering with 
permitting factors, one is not liable to receive karet 
for partaking of piggul, notar, or ritually impure meat 
unless he does so after all its permitting factors have 
otherwise been sacrificed properly, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 


Is not disqualified on the third day - bpa) ivy 
whwa: If an offering is sacrificed with proper intent 
and the blood is sprinkled properly, but its meat is 
left beyond its designated time, the meat is rendered 
notar, and it is prohibited to consume it. Still, the 
offering itself is accepted and effects atonement 
for its owner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:3). 


intent in the course of performing its rites. Since the rest of 
the meal offering is rendered piggul like the meat of an animal 
offering, one who partakes of it is liable to receive karet. The 
meal offering of priests is burned whole and has no permit- 


ting factor that renders the rest piggul during the course of 
its service. Therefore, the halakha of piggul does not apply to 
it (see 43a). 
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it beyond its designated time, it is rendered piggul. 
This applies only if he did not hold other improper 
intentions at the time. If he introduced other 
improper intentions along with the intention that 
disqualified the offering, e.g. intention to perform 

the offering's service in the wrong place or not for 
its sake, the offering is disqualified, but it is not ren- 
dered piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 16:1). 
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indicates that to render an offering piggul, the priest does not mix other 
improper intentions [mahashavot]"’ with intent of piggul. If he has 
more than one type of improper intent, the offering is disqualified, 
but it is not rendered piggul. 


When the verse states: “Piggul, this is referring to an offering that 
one had intent to consume outside its designated area. 


And since the verse states: “It shall be,” and not: They shall be, this 
teaches that intent to consume half an olive-bulk beyond its designated 
time and intent to consume half an olive-bulk outside its designated 
area join together with one another to constitute the minimum 
measure required to disqualify the offering. 


Finally, when the verse states: “And the soul that eats of it shall bear 

his iniquity,” the term “of it” indicates that only one of the above dis- 
qualifications carries the penalty of karet, but not two of them. And 

which is this? It is intent to consume the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time, as one derives by way of verbal analogy between “iniquity” 
and “iniquity” from notar (Leviticus 19:8), that “bear his iniquity” 
means that one is liable to receive karet. The comparison is apt since 

notar is similar to intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 

time in that both prohibitions share the features mentioned above 

that form the acronym: Zayin, beit. 


Rav Pappa said to Rava: According to your opinion," in what way 
do you interpret the reference to the third day (Leviticus 19:7) in 
the Torah portion that begins: “You shall be holy”? Rava responded: 
That verse is necessary to teach that a given location is considered to 
be outside the offering’s designated area only if it is so in three ways," 
i.e., outside the permitted limits of the blood, of the meat, and of the 
sacrificial portions. 


The Gemara asks: Why not let me derive that halakha from the first 
verse: “And if any of the flesh of his peace offerings be at all eaten on 
the third day” (Leviticus 7:18), since the Merciful One expresses that 
verse as well with the term “third”? Since Rava derives the disqualifi- 
cation of intent to consume an offering outside its designated area from 
this verse, why not let him derive this halakha from the verse as well? 


Rav Ashi said: I stated this halakha before Rav Mattana, and he said 

to me: If one were to derive this halakha only from there (Leviticus 

7:18), I would say: The term “third” is a detail, and the term “piggul” 
is a generalization, and whenever a detail is followed by a general- 
ization, the generalization becomes an addition to the detail, and 

consequently, all other areas are included as well. The additional 

verse teaches us that the halakha includes only those areas that are 

outside in three ways. 


NOTES 


158 


Does not mix other improper intentions, etc. - niama ia I% xh 
^D nix: The verse states “lo yehashev,’ with the word lo spelled 
lamed, alef, meaning “no,” with the phrase meaning “neither shall 
it be credited” This also alludes to the other meaning of the word 
lo, spelled lamed, vav, meaning “to him,’ in which case the phrase 
could be translated as: He shall not have intention, i.e., the offering 
is rendered piggul so long as the priest holds no other improper 
intentions. This principle is laid out explicitly in the mishna on the 
following amud, which states that an offering is rendered piggul 
only if its permitting factors are sacrificed properly in all other ways. 


According to your opinion, etc. - ^3) mh: According to Abaye's 
opinion, Leviticus 7:18 is referring to intent to consume the offering 
beyond its designated time, while Leviticus 19:7 is referring to intent 
to consume the offering outside its designated area. The phrase 


“the third day” is therefore necessary to define the conditions for 


intent outside a designated area. According to Rava, Leviticus 7:18 
addresses both, and it is unclear why Leviticus 19:7 is necessary. 


ZEVAHIM ' PEREK II: 29A : .03497’3 p15 


In three ways — WPN: According to Rashi, this means that one can 
disqualify an offering only when thinking of an area that, while not 
in the Temple courtyard, is nevertheless fit for consumption of the 
meat, burning of the sacrificial portions, and sprinkling of the blood. 


This includes areas outside the Temple courtyard, where these acts 


were performed before the construction of the Temple, in the era of 
private altars. It excludes the Sanctuary, in which offerings may never 
be burned. Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Yom Tov, suggest that one dis- 
qualifies the offering only when thinking of an area unfit for all three. 
For example, one sacrificing a peace offering disqualifies it only if he 
intends to consume the meat outside the walls of Jerusalem, where 
he consumption of such an offering, its burning, and the sprinkling 
of its blood are all prohibited. This opinion is also ascribed to the 
Ra’avad in Rabbeinu Hillel's commentary on the Sifra. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


nat qwan bare gI oxy paan 
Jones qia: aybga va mone 
opa inan Sion apma: yinwb 
Kby ing iK aama NDT when 
DNY Pb Dih inan bzixa 


7p THM - Wa NIT INN 


man ara yn ya apy ars wax 
npma I OP wa oF nyw) 
Das TAN ANS MND -KW PITY 
- worm 9 by aw mt by ann 

bpp sinew 


"DPA" IN KITI rat) TOK 
pay tangy pga NIT AIPA Awa 
"Dp WIN ie 1x oww 
Tai KTW PDPA AD mM ry 
aT x) BERIA singi- ”inK” 

ma 


arid TOD TANK” K NY 7 
bia bwh samen x” aagaw 99 
abn ayy xb INNA AK 
py TSY sba ini- iri” gib 

vagy NYI syn nya 


§ The Sages taught with regard to the verse: “And if any of the flesh 
of his peace offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it shall not 
be accepted” (Leviticus 7:18): Rabbi Eliezer said: Bend your ear 
to hear the true meaning of the verse: The verse is speaking of 
one who intends to partake of his offering on the third day. Or 
perhaps it is referring only to one who actually partakes of his 
offering on the third day, per the straightforward meaning of the 
verse? But that cannot be; would you say that after the offering is 
fit for the first two days, it should then be disqualified retroactively 
by being eaten on the third day? 


Rabbi Akiva said to him: Yes, it could be disqualified retroactively. 
After all, we find with regard to a man who experiences a gonor- 
thea-like discharge [zav], or a woman who experiences a dis- 
charge of uterine blood after her menstrual period [zava],™ ora 
woman who observes a clean day for a day" when she experiences 
a discharge, that they all have the presumptive status of purity 
after immersing. But once they have seen another discharge the 
same day, they have negated this status retroactively, and every- 
thing they had touched after immersing becomes impure. Therefore, 
you as well should not be surprised about this offering consumed 
beyond its designated time, that even though it was rendered fit, 
it may then be disqualified retroactively. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: But the same verse says: “He who offers 
it,” indicating that the offering is disqualified at the time of its 
offering, and it is not disqualified on the third day. Or perhaps 
when the verse says:" “He who offers it,” this is referring only to 
the priest who sacrifices the offering, indicating that he is disquali- 
fied. But if so, it would have been enough for the verse to state: He 
who offers shall not be credited. Therefore, when it states instead: 


“Neither shall it be credited to he who offers it,’ this indicates that 


the verse is speaking of the offering, and it is not speaking of 
the priest. 


Ben Azzai says: Why must the verse state: “It”? It is necessary 

because elsewhere it is stated: “When you shall vow a vow to the 

Lord your God, you shall not delay paying it; for the Lord your 

God will require it from you, and it will be sin in you” (Deuter- 
onomy 23:22). One might have thought that even one who is 

late in fulfilling his vow" is included in: “It shall not be accepted” 
(Leviticus 7:18). Therefore, the verse states: “It,” to indicate that it, 
an offering rendered piggul, is included in the halakha of: “It shall 

not be accepted,” but the animal of one who is late in fulfilling his 

vow is not included in the halakha of: “It shall not be accepted.” 


NOTES 


With regard to a zav or a zava, etc. -= 13171411 313: A zav or zava 
must count seven clean days after their discharge ceases before 
they immerse. If during these seven days they experience another 
discharge, they must wait until it ceases and count seven days 
anew. According to Rashi, the Gemara here is referring to this 
seven-day period, the beginning of which is retroactively nulli- 
fied if the zav experiences another discharge. Josafot note that 
during this period the zav is not presumed to be pure, since he 
has not yet immersed; consequently, the Gemara must instead 
be referring to a zav who immerses on the seventh day. Such a 
person is then presumably pure unless he experiences another 
discharge before nightfall, in which case his immersion is retro- 
actively invalid. 


A woman who observes a clean day for a day - of nyniw 
BY 7339: If a woman experiences uterine bleeding at a time 
when she is not due to experience menstrual bleeding, she 
must wait one clean day and may then immerse. If she immerses 
before the clean day has finished she is presumed pure, but if 
she bleeds again before nightfall, her immersion is retroactively 
invalid and items she touched in the interim are ritually impure. 


Or perhaps when the verse says, etc. — 131 Wai iY% iN: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, the Gemara here is suggesting that the priest himself 


might be disqualified by his own intent to consume the offering 
beyond its designated time. The Shita Mekubbetzet explains, cit- 
ing Rashi, that in contrast to other uses of the term: Or perhaps, 
in the Talmud, the possibilities offered here are not mutually 
exclusive. Given that the verse teaches that the offering is dis- 
qualified by intention of the priest during the service, rather 
than at the time that the owners consume the offering, one 
could interpret it as referring in all ways to the priest, teaching 
that he disqualifies himself for service. In fact, it is difficult to 
understand the verse as referring to the priest while at the same 
time understanding that the offering is disqualified at the time 
of consumption, since peace offerings are eaten by their owners 
rather than by the priests. 

The Ra’avad, in his commentary on Torat Kohanim, appears to 
interpret the Gemara as suggesting that the offering is disquali- 
fied at the time of consumption, and that the priests’ consump- 
ion of the portions of the offering given to them is not consid- 
ered a mitzva. The Malbim interprets the Gemara as suggesting 
hat the priest disqualifies the offering by burning portions of it 
on the altar beyond their designated time. Consequently, the 
verse is referring to the priest while also referring to disqualifica- 
ion that occurs after the offering’s designated time as opposed 
o during the service. 


BACKGROUND 


Zava — 73: A zava is a woman who experiences a dis- 
charge of uterine blood on three consecutive days during 
a time of the month when she is not due to experience 
menstrual bleeding. The first discharge renders her 
ritually impure, but until the third discharge she need 
observe only one clean day, and she is not subject to 
all the halakhic rulings of a zava. After experiencing 
bleeding on the third day, the woman is considered a 
zava and becomes a primary source of impurity. She 
imparts ritual impurity as a zav does, through contact, 
being carried or moved, and through items that she sits 
or lies on. In addition, aman who engages in intercourse 
with her becomes a primary source of ritual impurity and 
imparts ritual impurity to others. Eventually the woman 
can be purified through immersion in a ritual bath. This 
is done following seven clean days without bleeding. 
The immersion of a zava takes place during the day. A 
zava is also obligated to bring an offering as part of her 
purification process. 


HALAKHA 
Late in fulfilling his vow, etc. — 31 19713 amyn: Even if 
three Festivals pass after one vows to bring an offering, 
such that every day he violates the prohibition against 
delaying fulfillment of his vow, the offering still is fit and 
he may sacrifice it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 14:15). 
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Perek II 
Daf29 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


So too a firstborn is not disqualified, etc. - 1132 9% 
3) Spay ix: If one improperly delays the bringing of 
an unblemished firstborn animal to the Temple for more 


than a year, the animal is not disqualified even though t b 5 b 5, 
the owner has transgressed a prohibition, and he may PIN "TD? FVD” VII? T70 
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Aherim say: One can conclude that the verse (Leviticus 7:18) 
is referring to improper intention rather than improper con- 
sumption from the phrase “neither shall it be credited 
[yehashev],” which indicates that the offering is disqualified 
by improper intention [mahashava], and it is not disqualified 
by consumption on the third day. 


The Gemara asks: And ben Azzai, who interprets the term “it” 
as excluding vows that were fulfilled late, from where does he 
derive that the verse is speaking of the offering and not of the 
priest? The Gemara responds: If you wish, say that he derives 
it from the statement of Aherim that the verse rules out disquali- 
fication on the third day itself. This would be necessary only if 
the verse is referring to the offering and not the priest. Or, if 
you wish, say instead: From the fact that it is written: “They 
shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 22:25), and: “It shall not be 
accepted” (Leviticus 7:18), it is evident that the verse is referring 
to an offering, which may be accepted or may not be accepted. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the statement of ben Azzai 
that one derives from the word “it” that it, i.e., piggul, is included 
in the halakha of: “It shall not be accepted,” but the animal of 
one who is late in fulfilling his vow is not included in the halakha 
of: “It shall not be accepted,” is this halakha derived from here? 
It is derived from the statement of Aherim, as it is taught in a 
baraita: Aherim say: One might have thought that a firstborn 
animal whose first year passed, during which time it ought to 
have been sacrificed, should be 


like disqualified consecrated animals, and it should be dis- 
qualified from being sacrificed, as though it had developed a 
blemish. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And you shall eat before the Lord 
your God, in the place which He shall choose to place His name 
there, the tithe of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil, and 
the firstborns of your herds, and of your flocks” (Deuteronomy 
14:23). The verse juxtaposes a firstborn animal to the tithe 
of grain to indicate that just as the tithe is not disqualified by 
being kept over from one year to the next (see Deuteronomy 
14:28), so too a firstborn animal is not disqualified" by being 
kept over from one year to the next. If so, one already derives 
from this verse that an offering is not disqualified even if it is 
brought late. 


The Gemara responds: Nevertheless, the verse cited by ben Azzai 
was necessary, as without it, it might enter your mind to say 
that this matter applies only to a firstborn, which is not for 
acceptance, i.e., it does not serve to atone for any sin and is 
merely a gift for the priest, but with regard to other sacrificial 
animals that are for acceptance, say that they shall not effect 
acceptance when brought late. Therefore, the verse teaches us 
that even these others are not disqualified when brought late. 


The Gemara asks further: But still, isn’t this halakha derived 
from a baraita elsewhere: The verse states: “When you shall 
vow a vow to the Lord your God, you shall not delay paying it; 
for the Lord your God will require it from you; and it will be 
sin in you” (Deuteronomy 23:22), indicating that there is sin 
in you, but there is no sin in your offering, and therefore it is 
not disqualified due to the delay? 
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The Gemara responds: Ben Azzai requires that verse to teach a 

different halakha: The phrase “and it will be sin in you” indicates 

that there will be sin in you, but there will not be sin in your wife. 
It might enter your mind to say: Since Rabbi Elazar said, and 

some Say that it was Rabbi Yohanan who said: A man’s wife does 

not die unless his creditors ask him for money’ that he owes and 

he does not have it, as it is stated: “If you do not have with what 

to pay, why should he take away your bed from under you?” 
(Proverbs 22:27); therefore, one’s wife also dies for this trans- 
gression of the prohibition: You shall not delay,’ since one has 

failed to fulfill his commitment. Consequently, the verse teaches 

us that the sin is imputed to him alone. 


§ The baraita stated that Aherim say: The phrase “neither shall it 
be credited” indicates that the offering is disqualified by improper 
intention, and it is not disqualified by consumption beyond its 
designated time on the third day. The Gemara asks: And Rabbi 
Eliezer, who derives this halakha from a different source, what 
does he do with the phrase “neither shall it be credited”? 


The Gemara responds: He requires it for that which Rabbi Yannai 
says, as Rabbi Yannai says: From where is it derived with 
regard to intentions that they displace one another, i.e., that an 
additional improper intention prevents the offering from being 
rendered piggul? As it is stated: “Neither shall it be credited 
[yehashev],” indicating that an offering is rendered piggul only if 
the priest does not mix other improper intentions [mahashavot] 
with intent of piggul. 


And Rav Mari teaches that Rabbi Yannai says: From where is 
it derived that one who has improper intentions with regard 
to sacrificial animals" is flogged like one who transgressed a pro- 
hibition? The verse states: “Neither shall it be credited [lo 
yehashev],” i.e., one reads the verse as if it states: One shall not 
have improper intention [lo y’hashev]. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Mari: But it is a prohibition that does not 
involve an action,’ and the principle is that for transgressing any 
prohibition that does not involve an action one is not flogged. 
Rav Mari said to him: It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who says: For transgressing a prohibition that 
does not involve an action one is flogged. 


MI SHN A This is the principle: With regard to any- 


one who slaughters the animal, or who 
collects" the blood, or who conveys the blood, or who sprinkles 
the blood, with intent to partake ofan item whose typical manner 
is such that one partakes of it, e.g., the meat of the offering, or 
to burn an item whose typical manner is such that one burns it 
on the altar, if his intent was to partake of or to burn the measure 
of an olive-bulk outside its designated area, the offering is dis- 
qualified, but there is no liability for karet for burning or par- 
taking of it. If his intent was to do so beyond its designated time, 
the offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for burning 
or partaking of it, provided that the permitting factor, the blood, 
is sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva." 


How is the permitting factor sacrificed in accordance with its 
mitzva? If one slaughtered the animal in silence" with no specific 
intent, and he collected and conveyed and sprinkled the blood 
with intent to burn or partake of the offering beyond its designated 
time; or if one slaughtered it with intent to burn or partake of the 
offering beyond its designated time, and he collected and con- 
veyed and sprinkled the blood in silence; or if one slaughtered 
the animal and collected and conveyed and sprinkled the blood 
with intent to burn or partake of the offering beyond its designated 
time, that is the case where one sacrifices the permitting factor 
in accordance with its mitzva. 


NOTES 
Ask him for money — pian yan ppan: Rashi inter- 
prets this as referring specifically to a case where 
restitution is demanded of a thief. Josafot interpret 
it as referring to one who does not fulfill his vow. 


Slaughtered in silence, etc. — ^3) APnwa vnw: 
Similarly, this would be the halakha if one slaugh- 
tered while expressing proper intent (Rambam). 


BACKGROUND 


You shall not delay - nxa ba: The source for this 
prohibition is Deuteronomy 23:22. One violates it 
when he fails to fulfill his commitment before three 
Festivals pass from the time it was pledged. The pro- 
hibition applies to all obligatory offerings, tithes, gifts, 
and pledges to the Temple treasury. It also applies to 
pledges of charity and the like. 


Prohibition that does not involve an action — wh 
mwyn 12 pw: This term describes a Torah prohibi- 
tion that is transgressed by thought or speech and 
that does not involve a physical act, e.g., the prohibi- 
tion against hating another Jew or bearing a grudge 
(see Leviticus 19:17-18). Generally, punishment is not 
administered for violating a prohibition of this kind, 
but exceptions are made in the following cases: One 
who curses another or himself by the name of God, 
one who attempts to substitute another animal for 
a sacrificial animal, one who takes a false oath, a 
defamer, and cases of conspiring witnesses. 


HALAKHA 


One who has improper intentions with regard to 
sacrificial animals - »'wpa awn: Anyone who 
holds improper intentions with regard to offerings 
transgresses a prohibition, as the verse states: “Nei- 
ther shall it be credited [yehashev].” It is learned by 
tradition that this phrase teaches that one may not 
cause offerings to be disqualified due to improper 
intention, because this is similar to one who causes 
a blemish in an offering. Still, he does not receive 
lashes, because the offense does not involve an 
action. This ruling is in accordance with the Gemara 
here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 18:1 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Anyone who slaughters or who collects, etc. - 
3) Sapam oniva bs: If one slaughters an offering 
or its own sake with the intention to sprinkle its 
blood or to burn its sacrificial portions outside the 
Temple courtyard, or to partake of the offering out- 
side the area designated for its consumption, the 
offering is disqualified. If one slaughters an offering 
or its own sake with the intention to sprinkle its 
blood after sunset, i.e., after the time designated 
or sprinkling, or to burn its sacrificial portions after 
dawn, i.e., after the time designated for burning on 
he altar, or to partake of its eaten portions beyond 
he time designated for their consumption, this is 
he piggul mentioned in the Torah, which carries the 
penalty of karet for one who partakes of the offering 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
13:1). 


In accordance with its mitzva — imi: Piggul 
applies only when one did not hold any other dis- 
qualifying intentions during the four sacrificial rites. 
If one combined improper intention with regard to 
the time of the offering's consumption with some 
other disqualifying intention, the offering is disquali- 
fied but not rendered piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:1). 
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HALAKHA 


An olive-bulk outside and an olive-bulk the next day, 
etc. - 15) and mp yina ma: If, during one or more 
of the four sacrificial rites, one has intent to eat an 
olive-bulk of an eaten portion of the offering outside 
its designated area and another olive-bulk the next day, 
or vice versa, or if one intends to eat half an olive-bulk 
outside and half an olive-bulk the next day, or vice versa, 
the offering is disqualified and is not rendered piggul, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna. 
The halakha is the same if one combined intentions with 
regard to burning the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:2). 


To eat half an olive-bulk and to burn, etc. - bioxd 
3) vop mr yma: If one eats or burns less than an 
olive-bulk, he is not considered to have eaten or burned 
anything. Therefore, if one intends to eat less than an 
olive-bulk of an eaten portion of the offering or to burn 
less than an olive-bulk of a sacrificial portion, the offering 
remains fit. Even if he held both intentions simultane- 
ously, eating and burning do not join together (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10). 
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NOTES 


How is the permitting factor not sacrificed in accordance with 
its mitzva? If one slaughtered the animal with intent to burn it or 
partake of it outside its designated area, and he collected and 
conveyed and sprinkled the blood with intent to burn it or partake 
of it beyond its designated time; or if one slaughtered the animal 
with intent to burn it or partake of it beyond its designated time, 
and collected and conveyed and sprinkled the blood with intent 
to burn it or partake of it outside its designated area; or if one 
slaughtered the animal and collected and conveyed and sprinkled 
the blood with intent to burn it or partake of it outside its desig- 
nated area, these are cases in which the permitting factor is not 
sacrificed in accordance with the mitzva. 


Similarly, in the case of the Paschal offering and the sin offering 
that one slaughtered not for their sake, and one collected and 
conveyed and sprinkled the blood with intent to burn it or partake 
of it beyond its designated time; or if one slaughtered the Paschal 
offering or sin offering with intent to burn it or partake of it beyond 
its designated time, and he collected and conveyed and sprinkled 
the blood not for their sake; or that one slaughtered the Paschal 
offering or sin offering and collected and conveyed and sprinkled 
their blood not for their sake, that is the case of an offering whose 
permitting factor is not sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva. 


If one performed one of the sacrificial rites with the intent to eat an 
olive-bulk outside its designated area and an olive-bulk the next 
day," or an olive-bulk the next day and an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area, or half an olive-bulk outside its designated area 
and half an olive-bulk the next day, or half an olive-bulk the next 
day and half an olive-bulk outside its designated area, the offering 
is disqualified and there is no liability for karet for burning or 
partaking of it. 


Rabbi Yehuda said that this is the principle: In any case where 
the intent with regard to the time preceded the intent with regard 
to the area, the offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet 
for burning or partaking of it. And if the intent with regard to the 
area preceded the intent with regard to the time, the offering is 
disqualified and there is no liability for karet for burning or partak- 
ing of it. And the Rabbis say: In both this case and that case, the 
offering is disqualified and there is no liability for karet for burning 
or partaking of it. If his intent was to eat half an olive-bulk and to 
burn" half an olive-bulk not at the appropriate time or in the appro- 
priate area, the offering is fit because eating and burning do not 
join together. 


G E M ARA With regard to the disagreement between 

Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis concerning 
a case where one has intent with regard to both time and area, Ilfa 
says: There is a disagreement only with regard to two sacrificial 
rites," i.e., where each intent was held during a different rite, but if 
both were held in the course of one rite, all agree that it constitutes 
a combination of intentions, and the offering is not rendered pig- 
gul. And Rabbi Yohanan says: Even if the intentions were both 
held in the course of one rite," there is still a disagreement. 


Disagreement with regard to two rites - nitiay nwa pina: 


The Rabbis consider all of the offering's rites to bea single unit, 


such that any two intentions held at any point throughout the 
service interfere with each other. Rabbi Yehuda considers each 
rite a discrete entity. If a given rite was performed with intent to 
consume the offering beyond its designated time, the offering 
is rendered piggul regardless of another intention during a later 
rite. But if one had both intentions during a single rite, Rabbi 
Yehuda concedes that they interfere with each other (Rashi; see 
also Rashi on Pesahim 60a). 
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According to Tosafot, the phrase: Two rites, is not actually 


referring to two distinct rites but rather to the act of slaughter, 


which consists of two components, the severing of the gullet 
and of the windpipe. According to Rabbi Yehuda, even if one 


held one intention during one and another during the other, 


the two intentions do not interfere with each other. 


Even in one rite — NM MTiava AK: According to the Rabbis, 
two intentions in the course of one rite interfere with one 
another, while Rabbi Yehuda holds to the principle: Attend 
only to the first statement. The Meiri writes that this principle 
serves as the rationale for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion only in a case 
where both intentions were expressed in the course of the 
same rite. If they were expressed in the course of consecutive 
rites, the Meiri reasons simply that after improper intent during 
the first rite the offering is rendered piggul permanently, and 
no other intent can remove this status. 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, the mishna is understandable accord- 
ing to Ilfa, since the first clause of the mishna: If one slaughtered 
the animal in silence with no specific intent and collected... beyond 
its designated time, etc., is referring to different intentions held in 
the course of two sacrificial rites, one can assume that the latter 
clause is referring to two rites as well. But according to Rabbi 
Yohanan, could it be that the first clause is referring to two rites, 
and the latter clause is referring to only one rite? 


The Gemara responds: Yes, it can be explained that the first clause 
is referring to two sacrificial rites, while the latter clause, i.e., the 
disagreement between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, applies to 
both one rite and two rites. 


The Gemara suggests a proof: We learned in the mishna: Rabbi 
Yehuda says that this is the principle: If the intent with regard to 
the time preceded the intent with regard to the area, the offering 
is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for burning or partaking 
of it. Granted, according to Rabbi Yohanan, who says that the 
disagreement applies even to one rite, this is the reason that the 
tanna teaches: This is the principle, indicating that the principle is 
broad. But according to Ilfa, what is added by the phrase: This is 
the principle? The Gemara responds: This indeed poses a difficulty 
to the opinion of Ilfa. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Temura 25b): If one had 
two animals standing before him, one a burnt offering and one 
a peace offering, and he said with regard to another non-sacred 
animal of his: This animal is hereby the substitute of the burnt 
offering, the substitute of the peace offering," then that animal 
is the substitute of the burnt offering; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. 


Rabbi Yosei said: If that was his intent from the outset, i.e., his 
intent was that this animal be the substitute of both a burnt offering 
and a peace offering, since it is impossible to produce two designa- 
tions simultaneously and one designation must precede the other, 
his statement is effective," and the animal is the substitute of both 
a burnt offering and a peace offering. But if it was only after he 
said: This animal is hereby the substitute of the burnt offering, 
that he reconsidered and said: This animal is hereby the substi- 
tute of the peace offering, then that animal is the substitute of a 
burnt offering alone. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one expressed the two 
intentions simultaneously and said: This is hereby the substitute 
of a burnt offering and a peace offering," what is the halakha? 
Additionally, if one specified his intention to split’ the animal 
between a burnt offering and a peace offering, but mentioned the 
burnt offering first, what is the halakha? 


HALAKHA 


The substitute of the burnt offering, the sub- 
stitute of the peace offering — nam mhiy nman 
onbw: In a case where one says: TI his is hereby a 
substitute for a burnt offering, a substitute for a 
peace offering, his statement is effective if he had 
intended to state that from the outset. The animal 
must be sold and half of the proceeds exchanged 
for a burnt offering and half for a peace offer- 
ing. If he initially had intended that the animal 
be a burnt offering and changed his mind in the 
course of his declaration, his first expression is the 
decisive factor, even if he had already changed 
his mind while speaking. The animal is therefore 
a substitute for a burnt offering, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 2:4). 


NOTES 


His statement is effective — }112» V127: Since two types of 
sanctity apply simultaneously to the animal, one must wait until 
it acquires a blemish, and he should then sell it and use half of 
the proceeds to buy a burnt offering and half of the proceeds 
to buy a peace offering (Rashi). 


Substitute of a burnt offering and a peace offering - nian 
nb mhiy: Here, since the burnt offering and the peace offer- 
ing are mentioned in the same clause, perhaps Rabbi Meir 
concedes in such a case that both sanctities apply to the animal. 


On the other hand, perhaps he maintains even then that the 
first expression is the decisive factor (Rashi). 


To split [/ahatzot] - myn: According to Rashi, here one says: 
This animal is hereby split into a burnt offering and a peace 


offering. This case is more extreme than the preceding one, 


since even before he named the first sanctity he specified that 
his intention was to split the offering, and this language should 


be given precedence. Still, one could claim that since the half- 


sanctity of a burnt offering takes effect first, it immediately 


expands to apply to the whole animal and leaves no room for 
any other type of sanctity. 

Tosafot offer an alternative interpretation, citing Rabbeinu 
Hananel (Pesahim 63a): The word /ahatzot here means: At noon. 
The sanctifier stipulates that the sanctity will take effect on the 
animal not immediately upon his declaration but later. If so, 
one can claim that since both intentions have already been 
stated at the time the sanctity takes effect, both will take effect 
equally. One may claim that nevertheless, the first expression 
is the decisive factor (see Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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Abaye said: In this case, Rabbi Meir certainly concedes that 
both types of sanctity apply to the animal. Rava said: It is still a 
disagreement; Rabbi Meir still holds in this case that since he 
mentioned the burnt offering first, only that sanctity applies to 
the animal. 


Rava said to Abaye: According to your opinion, as you say that 
in this case Rabbi Meir certainly concedes, one may raise an 
objection from the mishna, which describes a case where one per- 
forms slaughter with intent to eat one olive-bulk of the offering 
beyond its time and one olive-bulk outside its area, which is com- 
parable to a case where one says: To split," since both intentions 
are held during the singular act of slaughter. And nevertheless, 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree," and Rabbi Yehuda, who 
holds that one attends only to the first statement, renders the 
animal piggul. 


Abaye said to him: Do you hold that slaughter is considered to 
have been performed only at its end, such that it takes effect in a 
single instant? Actually, slaughter is accomplished progressively, 
from beginning to end," and our mishna is referring to a case 
where one says: I slaughter the first siman, the gullet or the wind- 
pipe, with intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 
time, and the second siman with intent to consume it outside its 
designated area. 


The Gemara asks: But what about the removal of a handful from 
a meal offering with intent to eat one olive-bulk beyond its time 
and one outside of its area, which is comparable to a case where 
one says: To split, since both intentions are held during the removal, 
and nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree with 
regard to it in tractate Menahot (12a)? 


NOTES 


Slaughter, which is comparable to a case where one says to 
split — 27 nisn bt mow: Slaughter with intent to eat one 
olive-bulk outside its area and one olive-bulk beyond its time is 
considered one act because the two intentions do not contradict 
one another. By contrast, the statement: Substitute for a burnt 
offering, substitute for a peace offering, is an internal contradic- 
ion, since a burnt offering cannot be a peace offering, and it is 
herefore reasonable to suppose that the speaker changed his 
mind in the course of his declaration. Still, Rabbi Yehuda holds 
hat the first expression is the decisive factor in the former case, 
and one may say likewise of Rabbi Meir with regard to the explicit 
intention of splitting the offering (Rashi). According to Rabbeinu 
Hananel's interpretation, the similarity between slaughter and 
he stipulation that the sanctity will take effect at noon is clear: 
Since slaughter takes effect only at the very end of the incision, 
both intentions have already been expressed at the exact time of 
he rite, and both apply simultaneously (see Rabbeinu Peretz). 


From beginning to end - 41D 731 ann: If one is slaughtering 
a consecrated animal, and he slaughters one of the simanim 
outside the Temple courtyard and finishes the slaughter inside, or 
if he slaughtered part of the simanim in the south of the Temple 
courtyard and finished the slaughter in the north, the offering 
is disqualified because slaughter takes effect from beginning 


HALAKHA 


And they disagree — wha: The Gemara assumes that the opin- 
ions of both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir are undergirded by 
the principle that one always attends only to the first statement, 
as Rav Dimi states (Rashi). 


From beginning to end - iD 131 ania: Rabbi Yehuda holds 
that one can render an offering piggul by improper intention 
during even half of a rite, e.g. the slaughtering of only one siman, 
and different intentions can therefore be assigned into a rite’s 
different components. According to Tosafot, this is the halakha 
if one intention was expressed specifically during the first com- 
ponent of the slaughter and the other during the second. But if 
one simply expressed them both consecutively over the course of 
the slaughter, the offering is not rendered piggul according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, since the two intentions did not take 
effect at different stages of the rite. In the course of conveying 
the blood to the altar, every step is considered a separate act, 
and therefore two consecutively expressed intentions may be 
assumed to apply to different components of the rite. 


to end. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan in tractate Hullin (Kesef Mishne). Tosafot rule in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Reish Lakish that slaughter takes effect 
only at its end, since the Gemara here cites Rava as being of this 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:18, 
and see Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 4:13). 
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The Gemara responds: Since the mishna does not state such a dis- 
pute explicitly, one can say that their disagreement is not with 
regard to the removal of the handful but with regard to the burning 
of the two permitting factors of the meal offering, the handful 
and the frankincense. Accordingly, there too, the case is such that 
the priest burned the handful of the meal offering with intent 
to eat it beyond its designated time, and he burned the handful 
of frankincense® with intent to eat the meal offering outside its 
designated area. 


The Gemara persists: But what about the handful from a meal 
offering of a sinner, which has no frankincense with it, and still 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree? 


The Gemara responds: In that case they do not disagree. Rav Ashi 
says: Even if you say that they disagree in that case, one may say 
that they disagree specifically with regard to a case where the 
priest had different intentions during his steps toward the altar 
while holding the handful. Consequently, even this rite is divisible 
into separate parts. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi would teach in accordance with the opinion 
of Abaye that in a case where one explicitly mentions both inten- 
tions at once, Rabbi Meir concedes that both sanctities apply to the 
animal. Rav Huna bar Natan would teach in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava that even in such a case, Rabbi Meir considers 
only the first sanctity mentioned. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: 
When Rabbi Meir said that if one says: This animal is hereby 
the substitute of a burnt offering, the substitute of a peace offering, 
then the animal is the substitute of a burnt offering, he said this 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that in 
general, the halakha is to attend only to the first statement. 


As we learned in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda said that this is 
the principle: If the intent with regard to the time preceded the 
intent with regard to the area, the offering is piggul and one is 
liable to receive karet for burning or partaking of it. 


Boswellia sacra resin 


BACKGROUND 


Harvesting resin 


Frankincense pellets 


Frankincense — mid: Frankincense is an aromatic spice used 
in various Temple services. An addition to most of the meal 
offerings, except for the meal offering of a sinner and the meal 
offering of jealousy brought by a sota, it was sacrificed on the 
altar together with the handful of meal. Frankincense is derived 
from the resin of Boswellia sacra L., or frankincense trees. 


batapia: ZEVAHIM : PEREKII:30A 165 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf 30 Amud b 


NOTES 


They disagree where they disagree, etc. — x14 whe 

^D) who: If Rabbi Meir held that the first expression 
is always the decisive factor, there would be no case 
where one sanctity is mentioned first but both types 
of sanctity take effect. According to the statement of 
Rabbi Yohanan in the continuation of the discussion, 
Rabbi Meir seems to concede that if one says: A sub- 
stitute for a burnt offering and a peace offering, both 
types of sanctity take effect upon the animal (Rashi). 


Everyone agrees that it takes effect — xn Son nT: 
Since the two types of sanctity are conditional upon 
one another, they both take effect simultaneously. The 
animal becomes a substitute for a burnt offering and 
a peace offering, but it cannot be sacrificed, because 
hese two offerings must be sacrificed differently. 
Therefore, one must wait for the animal to develop 
a blemish, and then he must sell it and use half of 
he proceeds to purchase a burnt offering and half to 
purchase a peace offering. 


Retracted his first intention - ma Y7 NP YTA: Since 
is impossible to retract sanctity once effected, only 
he first sanctity takes effect with regard to the animal 
(Rashi). 


| would say, etc. — 131 <2 TA: Whether one pro- 
nounces each sanctity on half the animal or intends 
that they both take effect with regard to the whole 
animal makes no practical difference. In both cases, 
one must wait for the animal to develop a blemish, 
and he must then sell the animal and split the pro- 
ceeds. In this case, one assumes that the speaker was 
under the mistaken impression that if both sanctities 
ake effect with regard to the whole animal it can be 
sacrificed. It is therefore assumed that he formulated 
his declaration deliberately, rather than changing his 
mind midsentence (Rashi). 


But | say they disagree — hp KVAN KIKI: In this, 
Rav Dimi also disagrees with Rav Yitzhak ‘bar Yosef’s 
statement in the name of Rabbi Yohanan that Rabbi 

eir concedes in a case where one says: A substitute 
or a burnt offering and a peace offering. Rather, Rabbi 

eir always holds that one attends only to the first 
statement. 


An olive-bulk, an olive-bulk — m3 M13: This is not 
simply a question with regard to the formulation of the 
mishna but rather an inquiry as to whether the addi- 
tion of a conjunction in a clause unifies two separate 
terms. This question has ramifications for vows as well 
(see Tosafot). 
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Abaye said to Rav Dimi: But doesn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: When you consider their opinions, 
Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei do not disagree with one another, 
i.e., neither holds that one attends only to the first statement? 


Rav Dimi objected: And is it so that they do not disagree? But 
don’t they disagree explicitly in the mishna cited earlier? Abaye 
said to him: They disagree where they disagree," i.e., that specific 
case, but they do not disagree where they do not disagree, i.e., 
the underlying principle. Accordingly, one must understand the 
basis of their dispute in another manner. 


This is as Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 
All, i.e., Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei, concede that in a case where 
one says: Let this sanctity of a burnt offering take effect and 
afterward let that sanctity of a peace offering take effect, every- 
one agrees that the sanctity of a peace offering does not take 
effect, because the sanctity of the burnt offering took effect first. 
Likewise, if one said: This sanctity shall not take effect unless that 
sanctity applies, everyone agrees that the sanctity of a peace 
offering takes effect" as well. 


They disagree with regard to a case where one says: This animal 
is hereby a substitute for a burnt offering, a substitute for a 
peace offering. Rabbi Meir holds: Since ifhe wanted both sancti- 
ties to take effect, he should have said: A substitute for a burnt 
offering and a peace offering, but he said instead: A substitute 
for a burnt offering, a substitute for a peace offering, learn from 
his language that he originally intended for it to be a burnt offering, 
and he then retracted his first intention." 


And Rabbi Yosei holds that if he had said: A substitute for a 
burnt offering and a peace offering, I would say" that he means 
that half the animal should be a substitute for a burnt offering 
and half a substitute for a peace offering. He therefore says: 
A substitute for a burnt offering, a substitute for a peace offer- 
ing; that is to say that all of it is a burnt offering and all of it is a 
peace offering. In any event, according to this explanation, Rabbi 
Meir does not necessarily hold that one attends only to the first 
statement. 


Rav Dimi said to Abaye: He, Rabba bar bar Hana, says that they 
do not disagree, but I say that they disagree," and Rabbi Meir 
holds that one attends only to the first statement, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna. 


§} The Gemara returns to discuss the mishna itself: Ulla said, and 
some say it was Rav Oshaya who said: Perhaps our colleagues, 
the Babylonians, know whether we learn the language of the 
improper intention in the mishna as: I hereby slaughter the animal 
with intent to consume an olive-bulk beyond its designated time, 
an olive-bulk’ outside its designated area, or we learn: An olive- 
bulk beyond its designated time and an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area? 


The Gemara elaborates: Perhaps we learn: An olive-bulk, an 
olive-bulk, and it is only in this case that Rabbi Yehuda disagrees 
with the Rabbis. But if one said: An olive-bulk and an olive-bulk, 
everyone agrees that it constitutes a combination of intentions, 
and the animal is not rendered piggul. Or perhaps we learn: 
An olive-bulk and an olive-bulk, where according to Rabbi 
Yehuda each term constitutes a separate term despite the use 
of the conjunction: And, and he holds that one attends only to 
the first statement, and all the more so if one said: An olive-bulk, 
an olive-bulk. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from that dilemma 
which Levi raised before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: If one had 
intent to consume an olive-bulk the next day outside its 
designated area, what is the halakha? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
said to him: This is an excellent question. The answer is that 
even Rabbi Yehuda concedes that this constitutes a combination 
of intentions and that the animal is not rendered piggul. 


Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, said before him: 
How is this an excellent question; is it not our mishna? As we 
learned in the mishna: If one expressed intent to eat an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area and an olive-bulk the next day, or an 
olive-bulk the next day and an olive-bulk outside its designated 
area, or half an olive-bulk outside its designated area and half an 
olive-bulk the next day, or half an olive-bulk the next day and 
half an olive-bulk outside its designated area, the offering is 
disqualified and there is no liability for karet for burning or 
partaking of it. Rabbi Yehuda disagrees only with regard to these 
cases; but in another case, it could easily be inferred that he 
concedes that it constitutes a combination of intentions. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: Levi asked me a matter of 
wisdom, and you say our mishna. For you, whom I taught two 
phrasings of the mishna, both: An olive-bulk, an olive-bulk, and: 
An olive-bulk and an olive-bulk, the question is not difficult, 
since my omission of this other case allows you to infer its halakha. 


For him, whom I taught only one phrasing, and who heard 
the Rabbis reciting two, the question is excellent, since Levi 
thought: Perhaps my phrasing is exact, and their additional 
phrasing constitutes a combination of intentions according 
to all opinions. Or perhaps their phrasing is exact, and my 
phrasing omitted this case. And if my phrasing omitted this 
case, perhaps their phrasing also omitted that other case, even 
though it is subject to disagreement. 


The Gemara asks: And which phrasing did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
teach Levi? If we say that he taught him: An olive-bulk and an 
olive-bulk, i.e., that Rabbi Yehuda still holds the terms to be 
distinct despite the conjunction, this is not an omission," since 
one can infer a fortiori that the same applies to: An olive-bulk, an 
olive-bulk. Rather, it must be that he taught him: An olive-bulk, 
an olive-bulk, so that it was unclear to Levi what the halakha 
would be if one used the conjunction: And. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why did Levi raise the dilemma with 
regard to the phrasing: The next day outside? Let him raise the 
dilemma with regard to the phrasing: An olive-bulk and an 
olive-bulk. 


The Gemara responds: Levi thought: I will raise one dilemma 
before him so as to learn two halakhot. As, if I ask only with 
regard to: An olive-bulk and an olive-bulk, it will work out well 
ifhe says to me that Rabbi Yehuda concedes that they constitute 
one general term, as this would apply all the more so if one said: 
An olive-bulk the next day outside, which is even more unified. 
But if he says to me that each term constitutes a separate term 
according to Rabbi Yehuda, then I will still need to raise the 
dilemma with regard to the case of: An olive-bulk the next day 
outside. I will therefore inquire with regard to the latter case. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, now too, it works out well if he 
says to him that Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the wording: 
An olive-bulk the next day outside, is constituted of separate 
terms, as this would apply all the more so if one said: An olive- 
bulk and an olive-bulk, which is less unified. But if he says to 
him that it is one general term according to Rabbi Yehuda, then 
he will still need to raise the dilemma with regard to the case 
of: An olive-bulk and an olive-bulk. 


NOTES 


Omission - xW: Usually, when a tanna presents a list 
of relevant cases, the initial assumption is that the list is 
comprehensive; cases not on the list are not subject to 


the halakha in 


question. There are several instances when 


a given case seems to be missing from the list, and the 
Gemara will then say that the tanna: Taught and omit- 


ted, i.e., did no 


intend to provide a comprehensive list. In 


such cases, the Gemara will frequently seek to justify this 


conclusion by 
What else did 


will also assume in such cases that the lis 


inquiring after other omitted cases, asking: 
he omit that he omitted this? The Gemara 
was formulated 


as concisely as possible, omitting all cases that could be 


independently inferred. The omission o 


such cases can 


therefore not be taken as proof that the list is not com- 


prehensive. Th 


he attempts to deduce Rabbi Yehuda Ha 


barapa. 


ese principles underlie Levi's reasoning as 
asi’s opinion. 
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NOTES 


Become angry — nny nay: He would not have become truly 
angry, but rather put on a show of anger so that Levi would 
learn the additional halakha (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Perek II 
Daf 31 Amuda 


— _ HALAKHA 

The piggul awaked as one asleep, etc. — Divar 1D yp 
31: If one intended to consume half an olive-bulk beyond its 
designated time and half an olive-bulk outside its designated 


area, and one then intended to consume another half olive- 


bulk beyond its designated time, the offering is rendered 
piggul, in accordance with the opinion of Rava, since Rav Ashi 
is also of this opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 16:4). 


If this portion fell by itself, etc. — ^3) tayya m bp»: If an 
egg-bulk of food with first-degree ritual impurity and an 
egg-bulk of food with second-degree ritual impurity are 
mixed together, the entire mixture is considered to have 
first-degree impurity. If one then split the mixture in half, 
each half is considered to have second-degree impurity, in 
accordance with the mishna in tractate Teharot. If either of 
the aforementioned halves of the mixture fell by itself onto a 
loaf of teruma, they disqualify it, such that it will not disqualify 
other teruma it touches. If they both fell at once, the teruma 
contracts second-degree impurity, in accordance with the 
mishna there (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 
4:13). 


NOTES 


Both fell simultaneously — nNX> ppw box: The halakha 
would be the same even if they fall one after the other, as 
long as there is an instant where both are in contact with 
the loaf simultaneously (Rashi). 
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The Gemara responds: If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi answered in this 
manner, i.e., that Rabbi Yehuda concedes that: An olive-bulk the 
next day outside, is considered one term, he would unwittingly 
provide the answer to the other question as well. As, if Rabbi 
Yehuda had also conceded with regard to: An olive-bulk and an 
olive-bulk, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would become angry” with Levi 
for asking the wrong question and say: 


Now that Rabbi Yehuda concedes that even: An olive-bulk and an 
olive-bulk, is one general term, is it necessary to inquire with 
regard to: An olive-bulk the next day outside? 


The Gemara presents another version of this discussion: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi might say that if Rabbi Yehuda maintains that even 
when one says: An olive-bulk the next day outside, each term 
is considered separate, is it necessary to inquire with regard to: 
An olive-bulk, an olive-bulk? 


§ It was stated: If one had intent to eat half an olive-bulk beyond 
its designated time, halfan olive-bulk outside its designated area, 
and another half an olive-bulk beyond its designated time, Rava 
says: In such a case, the piggul: “Awaked as one asleep” (Psalms 
78:65)," i.e., since one had intent to consume two halves of an 
olive-bulk beyond their designated time, these intentions are 
joined together. The middle thought is disregarded, since it consti- 
tutes only half the requisite measure, and the offering is rendered 
piggul. And Rav Hamnuna says: It constitutes a combination of 
improper intentions. The middle thought, although itself insuff- 
cient to disqualify the offering, is sufficient to interfere with the 
intention to consume it beyond its time, and the offering is not 
rendered piggul. 


Rava said: From where, i.e., based on what, do I state my ruling? 
As we learned in a mishna (Teharot 1:5): An egg-bulk of food 
with first-degree impurity and an egg-bulk of food with second- 
degree impurity that one mixed together are collectively con- 
sidered to have first-degree impurity. If one separated them into 
two portions, each containing a homogenous mixture, this portion 
is considered to have second-degree impurity and that portion 
is considered to have second-degree impurity. Since neither of 
them contains the requisite amount of food with first-degree impu- 
rity, each mixture settles to the lower level of impurity between the 
two foods. Rava reasoned: But if one mixed them again, they 
revert to be of first-degree impurity. 


From where do I know this? From the fact that the latter clause 
of that mishna teaches: If this portion fell by itself" and that 
portion fell by itself onto a loaf of teruma, it disqualifies it, as 
would any food with second-degree impurity. But it does not ren- 
der it impure, since only foods with first-degree impurity impart 
impurity to other foods. But if they both fell simultaneously‘ 
onto the loaf, they render it a food with second-degree impurity. 
Evidently, although the first-degree impurity lay dormant for lack 
ofa requisite measure, it resurfaces when the rest of the measure is 
added, despite the fact that each portion was previously considered 
to have second-degree impurity. The halakha would be the same 
in the case of intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 
time, i.e., the intent to consume half an olive-bulk outside its area 
does not interfere with the intent of piggul. 
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And Rav Hamnuna says: The cases are different. There, in the 
case of ritual impurity, there is a requisite measure present at 
the outset, which is divided and then recombined. Here, in the 
case of the offering, there is no requisite measure’ present at 
the outset to render it piggul. 


Rav Hamnuna said: From where do I say my opinion? As we 
learned in another mishna (Me’ila 17b): The food that became 
ritually impure through contact with a primary source ofritual 
impurity, thereby assuming first-degree impurity, and the 
food that became ritually impure through contact with a deriva- 
tive source of ritual impurity,’ thereby assuming second-degree 
impurity, join together to constitute the requisite measure of 
an egg-bulk to impart impurity in accordance with the more 
lenient of the two, i.e., as a food of second-degree impurity. What, 
is it not that they retain second-degree impurity even if one 
makes up the requisite measure again? If so, it can be inferred 
that the first-degree impurity is lost, and it does not lie dormant 
or resurface. Here as well, the latter intent of piggul cannot restore 
the initial intent of piggul, as the intent to consume half an 
olive-bulk outside its area interfered. 


The Gemara responds: Perhaps the mishna is referring speci- 
fically to a case where one does not complete the requisite 
measure again. 


The Gemara presents similar cases: When Rav Dimi came from 
Eretz Yisrael, he said: If one had intent to eat half an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area, and half an olive-bulk beyond its 
designated time, and then another half an olive-bulk beyond 
its designated time, bar Kappara teaches that the offering is 
rendered piggul, since the half an olive-bulk with regard to the 
area is not effective™ to interfere where the intent with regard 
to the time concerns a whole olive-bulk. 


When Ravin came" from Eretz Yisrael, he stated a different 
formulation: If one had intent to eat half an olive-bulk beyond 
its designated time, and then another half an olive-bulk beyond 
its designated time, and then half an olive-bulk outside its des- 
ignated area, bar Kappara teaches that the offering is rendered 
piggul, since the half an olive-bulk is not effective to interfere 
where the intent of piggul concerns a whole olive-bulk. 


Rav Ashi teaches" the halakha in this manner: If one had intent 
to eat half an olive-bulk beyond its designated time, and then 
intended with regard to a whole olive-bulk to eat half of it" out- 
side its designated area and half of it beyond its designated time, 
bar Kappara teaches that the offering is rendered piggul, because 
the half an olive-bulk is not effective to interfere where the 
intent of piggul concerns a whole olive-bulk. 


HALAKHA 


With a primary source of ritual impurity, etc. - ngawin axa with regard to the olive-bulk preceded or followed the inten- 


"131: No food can transmit ritual impurity unless it is of the vol- 
ume of an egg-bulk. If foods of different levels of impurity join 
together to form an egg-bulk, they transmit the most lenient 
impurity that any one of them possessed (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:12). 


Half an olive-bulk is not effective, etc. - 15) yin MUYT pts: 
If one intends to burn or partake of half an olive-bulk of an 
offering outside its area and an olive-bulk beyond its time, the 
offering is rendered piggul, no matter whether the intention 


tion with regard to the half olive-bulk, because the half an 
olive-bulk is given no weight to interfere with a whole olive- 
bulk (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:3). 


Half of it, etc. — ^3) #¥M: If one intended to consume half an 
olive-bulk beyond its designated time, and then intended with 
regard to a whole olive-bulk to consume half of it beyond its 
designated time and half outside its designated area, the offer- 
ing is rendered piggul, in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:4). 


NOTES 


There is no measure — KTIYW K2: Rashi explains that 
in the case of the offering there was no requisite measure 
at the outset to render the offering piggul. As soon as the 
second intention was expressed, the original intention was 
nullified and does not resurface when the second half of 
the measure is introduced. Here, by contrast, the requisite 
measure existed from the outset. Rabbeinu Tam challenges 
this interpretation, since the Gemara does not use the past 
tense: There was no measure, stating instead: There is no 
measure. Rather, he suggests that in the case of the food, the 
requisite measure exists at the moment, since the two halves 
of an egg-bulk have been reunited. In the case of the offering, 
the thought to consume half an olive-bulk outside its area 
pairs inseparably with the first thought to consume half an 
olive-bulk beyond its time, not allowing the second such 
thought to complete the measure. Rabbeinu Tam explains 
Rav Hamnuna’s response in the continuation of the discus- 
sion in the same vein. 


Half an olive-bulk is not effective, etc. - win MOST PX 
"131: Rather, the two parallel half olive-bulks join together 
while the third is ignored (Rashi). According to Rabbeinu 
Peretz, Rav Dimi is in agreement with Rav Hamnuna that 
insufficient intentions with regard to offerings do not lie 
dormant and resurface when the measure is completed. 
However, here the two insufficient intentions join together 
because they are expressed in immediate succession (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


When Ravin came — p37 8X '3: Ravin's statement limits 
the scope of recombination of intentions more so than 
Rav Dimi’s. According to Rav Dimi’s statement, even if an 
improper intention with regard to the area is already estab- 
lished when the two intentions with regard to the time 
are expressed, they still join together to render the offering 
piggul despite the first improper intention. According to 
Ravin's statement, the two intentions with regard to the time 
can join together only in the absence of another intention, 
which will not interfere if expressed afterward. 


Rav Ashi teaches — 33 wre 27: Rav Ashi’s opinion follows 
Rava’s in that two insufficient intentions can join together 
again. It goes even further in claiming that even if one 
insufficient intention with regard to the time is expressly 
associated with the intention with regard to the area, it can 
still decouple from it and join together with another inten- 
tion with regard to time (Rashi). The Sefat Emet suggests the 
opposite, i.e., that here even Rav Hamnuna would concede 
that the offering is rendered piggul, because the two latter 
intentions are expressed simultaneously and it is therefore 
considered as though the two intentions with regard to the 
time were expressed in immediate succession. 


BACKGROUND 

Primary source of ritual impurity — ngawi AN: This is the 
second most severe category of ritual impurity, after that of 
a corpse, which is considered the ultimate primary source 
of ritual impurity. An item with this status transmits ritual 
impurity to people and utensils. A person or a utensil that 
comes into contact with a primary source of impurity con- 
tracts first-degree ritual impurity. Any food or potable liquid 
that comes into contact with first-degree impurity contracts 
second-degree ritual impurity. Among the primary sources of 
impurity are: Creeping animals, i.e., the carcasses of any of the 
eight species of reptile or rodent listed in Leviticus 11:29-30; 
the carcass of an unslaughtered animal; semen; a leper; the 
water of purification mixed with the ashes of the red heifer; a 
menstruating woman; one who engaged in intercourse with 
a menstruating woman; a woman after childbirth; a zav; a 
zava; an item on which a zav or zava sits or lies; and one who 
has contacted ritual impurity from a corpse. 


Derivative source of ritual impurity - TIWI thy: This is 
referring to an item that contracted first-degree ritual impu- 
rity by contact with a primary source of ritual impurity. Such 
an item imparts ritual impurity to foods or liquids with which 
it comes into contact. It does not impart ritual impurity to 
people or to utensils. 
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NOTES 


And the dogs shall eat Jezebel - box barn ny) 
Dn: Tosafot suggest that although consumption of 
certain foods by animals is certainly considered eating, 
the verse proves this with regard to the consumption 
of meat specifically. 


If one expressed it in terms of consumption — »* 
TY% wha APA: This is a source for the claim of 
certain early commentaries that intention of piggul 
must be expressed verbally (see 2a) to be effective. 


HALAKHA 


If one expressed it in terms of consumption — °* 
myo wha MPS: If one intended to eat half an 
olive-bulk beyond the time designated for eating 
and to burn half an olive-bulk beyond the time des- 
ignated for burning on the altar, the offering remains 
fit, because eating and burning to not join together. 
f he expressed both intentions in the language of 
consumption, saying that he will consume half an 
olive-bulk and the fire will consume half an olive-bulk 
beyond its designated time, these two intentions join 
ogether, because the language of consumption is 
one. Likewise, if one intended that he eat half an olive- 
bulk and that an animal eat half an olive-bulk beyond 
its designated time, these intentions join together, 
because the language is the same, in accordance with 
he statement of Rabbi Yannai and the Gemara here 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:10). 


Perek II 
Daf 31 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
With two people the halves join together - 23 wa 
‘ex DTN: If one intended for two people to eat one 
olive-bulk together, the intentions with regard to the 
two halves of the olive-bulk join together, as Abaye 
infers from the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10). 


The time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread — »15 
pw nba: If one intended to eat an olive-bulk in more 
than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, the 
intention renders the offering piggul, in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10, and see Kesef Mishna 
there). 


BACKGROUND 


The time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread — "15 
DYN: Throughout the Torah, whether with regard 
to prohibitions against eating, e.g., during fasts, or obli- 
gations to eat, e.g., matza on Passover, the obligation 
is fulfilled or the prohibition is transgressed only if the 
requisite volume is eaten within the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread. A half-loaf of bread is equal to three 
or four egg-bulks, and it was calculated according to 
the loaves of bread baked in talmudic times to suffice 
for two meals. This measure is learned as a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Elsewhere, the Tal- 
mud specifies that this is the amount of time it takes 
to eat a loaf made from wheat, as opposed to barley, 
while reclining and eating it with a condiment, which 
takes less time than it would to eat it dry. 
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§ Rabbi Yannai says: If one had intent that dogs would eat the 
offering the next day, it is rendered piggul, as it is written: “And 
the dogs shall eat Jezebel" in the portion of Jezreel” (11 Kings 
9:10). The verse indicates that consumption by dogs is considered 
eating. 


Rabbi Ami objects to this: If that is so, then if one had intent 
that non-sacred fire would consume it the next day, as it is writ- 
ten: “A fire not blown shall consume him” (Job 20:26), this too 
should be piggul. And if you would say that this is indeed so, that 
is difficult: But didn’t we learn in the mishna: If his intent was 
to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk not at 
the appropriate time or in the appropriate area, the offering is fit 
because eating and burning do not join together? 


The Gemara responds: If one expressed his intention to burn 
the offering in terms of consumption," it would indeed join 
together with intention to eat. But in the mishna here we are deal- 
ing with a case where he expressed it in terms of burning. The 
two intentions do not join together since terms of consumption 
and terms of burning are discrete entities. 


§ Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: If one had intent that two people 
would collectively eat an olive-bulk, what is the halakha? Do 
we follow the intent, in which case there is the requisite measure 
of an olive-bulk? Or do we follow those who eat, and neither 
eats the requisite measure? 


Abaye said: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: If his intent 
was to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk 
beyond the designated time or outside the designated area, the 
offering is fit because eating and burning do not join together. 


It can be inferred that if one had intent to eat and to eat in a 
manner similar to a case of intent to eat half an olive-bulk and 
to burn half an olive-bulk; Abaye interjects: And what are the 
circumstances of such a case? It is a case with two people, i.e., 
where each one will consume half an olive-bulk. Abaye continues 
with the conclusion of his statement: Then the two halves join 
together." The Gemara concludes: Learn from it that this is so. 


Rava raises a dilemma: If one had intent to eat an olive-bulk in 
more than the period of time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread,"® 
what is the halakha? Do we equate the consumption of offerings 
to the consumption of the Most High, i.e., the burning of offer- 
ings on the altar, for which there is no maximum allotted time? 
Or do we equate it to the consumption of an ordinary person, 
for whom consumption slower than this rate is not considered 
eating? 


Abaye said: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: Ifhis intent 
was to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk not 
at the appropriate time or in the appropriate area, the offering 
is fit because eating and burning do not join together. One 
may infer that the reason the offering is fit is that he had intent 
to eat and to burn the offering. But if he had intent to eat half 
an olive-bulk at the normal rate and to eat half an olive-bulk in 
the time it takes to burn half an olive-bulk, the two would join 
together. But the burning of an olive-bulk of an offering can take 
more than the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. It therefore 
seems that there is no upper limit on the time in which one is 
considered to have consumed an offering. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


DiN ppa wy 


- moya vepaa myn YKY 


x7 vopn Da Kyy "w3 
= rane) DIT PMY 127 bish bin) 


iaw ny ne a7 WY WNP XT 


ares = es att Px 


sine I1- A KT TA 91 VX 
DIX noun PIDA NYT NOT 
nipas? nan niraymi nan a aN 


sabe ice w- eae on pyw 
pe 


xh) kN xon aes OY VIN 


- yi Dens varia m on ayn 
bays -amab non set dips 


VAT - iy Dios ong KD 


The Gemara rejects the proof: Perhaps the mishna is referring to 
intent to burn half an olive-bulkin a large fire, which can consume 
it in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread. Accordingly, one 
may draw the inference only with regard to a case where his intent 
was to consume the halves of an olive-bulk within this time. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one slaughtered the animal with intent 
to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk not at the 
appropriate time or in the appropriate area, the offering is fit. The 
Gemara infers: The reason that the two halves of an olive-bulk do 
not join together is because his intent was to eat half an olive-bulk 
and to burn half an olive-bulk. But if his intent was to eat half an 
olive-bulk of the meat and to eat half an olive-bulk of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one does not partake of it, then 
the halves do join together and disqualify the offering, as both 
intentions concern eating. 


The Gemara notes an apparent contradiction: But the first clause 
of the mishna teaches: If one’s intent was to partake of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, beyond its 
designated time, his intent joins together to disqualify the offering. 
One can infer that only if his intent was to partake ofan item whose 
typical manner is such that one partakes ofit, does his intent join 
together, but if his intent was to partake of an item whose typical 
manner is such that one does not to partake of it, then it does not 
join together. 


Rabbi Yirmeya says: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
latter clause? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who says: One can have intent to shift an item’s consumption 
from consumption by a person to consumption by the altar, 
or from consumption by the altar to consumption by a person. 
As we learned in another mishna (35a): In the case of one who 
slaughters the offering with intent to partake of an item whose 
typical manner is such that one does not to partake of it, or to 
burn an item whose typical manner is such that one does not 
burn it on the altar, beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area, the offering is fit, and Rabbi Eliezer deems it 
unfit. 


Abaye says: You may even say that the latter clause is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. And do not say that one should 
infer from the mishna that ifhis intent was to eat halfan olive-bulk 
of an item normally consumed and to eat half an olive-bulk of an 
item whose typical manner is such that one does not partake of 
it, then the offering is disqualified. Rather, say that one infers that 
if his intent was to eat half an olive-bulk and to eat another half an 
olive-bulk, both halves from an item whose typical manner is such 
that one partakes of it, then the halves join together to disqualify 
the offering. 


The Gemara asks: If so, what is this latter clause teaching us? If it 
teaches us that two half olive-bulks from an item whose typical 
manner is such that one partakes of it, join together, one can 
already learn this from the first clause of the mishna: If one has 
intent to consume half an olive-bulk outside its designated area 
and half an olive-bulk the next day, the offering is disqualified. 
One can infer that if his intent was to eat the first half an olive-bulk 
the next day, the offering would be rendered piggul. 


But if one will say that this term teaches its literal meaning, that 
intentions to eat and to burn two halves of an olive-bulk do not 
join together, one can already learn this from the inference drawn 
above from the first clause of the mishna, namely that intent to 
partake of an item whose typical manner is such that one par- 
takes of it does disqualify the offering, but intent to partake of an 
item whose typical manner is such that one does not partake of 
it does not. By extension, intent to consume half an olive-bulk of 
such an item does not join to disqualify the offering. 
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Now, consider the following: And just as if when one has intent 
to partake of an item normally eaten and to partake of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one does not partake of it, his 
intentions do not join together, even though both intentions 
concern consumption, is it necessary for the mishna to teach that 
intentions to consume and to burn do not join together? The last 
clause therefore seems unnecessary. 


The Gemara responds: It was necessary for the mishna to explicitly 
address the case where one had intent to eat and to burn, as it 
might enter your mind to say that it is only there, where one’s 
intentions are referring solely to consumption, that they do not 
join together, since he has intent to act in a way that is not con- 
sistent with its typical manner and consume an item not normally 
consumed. But here, where his intent is to both eat and burn 
the offering, such that with regard to this half he intends to 
act in a way consistent with its typical manner, and with regard 
to that half he intends to act in a way consistent with its typical 
manner, one might say that they should join together. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that intentions to eat and to burn do not 
join together. 
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This chapter clarified the primary halakhot pertaining to the disqualification of 
offerings due to improper actions or unfit people. The chapter did not address the 
varying severity of these disqualifications, some of which carry the penalty of death 
at the hand of Heaven, others lashes, and some which carry no punishment at all. 
Unfit people may be those inherently unfit to perform the service, e.g., a non-priest, 
a blemished priest, and an uncircumcised priest. Alternatively, their lack of fitness 
may be contingent on a temporary circumstance, as in the case of an acute mourner, 
an impure priest, one for whom the sun has not yet set after his immersion, one who 
still lacks atonement after his immersion, one who has not washed his hands and feet, 
or one who drank wine. Still others may disqualify the offering by dint of their actions, 
e.g., one sitting, standing on anything other than the Temple floor, or performing 
a rite with his left hand. Through all such acts, the offering is disqualified, but mere 
intent to perform any of them does not in itself disqualify the offering. 


The Gemara explained several halakhot concerning the priestly vestments, the Basin 
in the Temple, the water it contains, and the matter of washing from it. Its primary 
conclusions are that the Basin is considered a service vessel whose contents are 
disqualified by being left overnight, and that washing from it is in many ways similar 
to a sacrificial rite. 


The second major topic covered in the chapter concerned intentions to consume an 
offering beyond its designated time and outside its designated area, both of which 
disqualify the offering, and the former of which renders it piggul as well. These 
intentions can arise at any point during the four sacrificial rites of the service, but 
both can refer only to the eating of an olive-bulk of meat, the sprinkling of sufficient 
blood to sprinkle, or the burning ofan olive-bulk of the offering’s sacrificial portions. 
Although improper intentions with regard to eating and burning the offering both 
disqualify it, they cannot join together to complete the requisite measure of an 
olive-bulk. Furthermore, an offering can be rendered piggul only if its service, aside 
from the intent of piggul, was performed properly. If there were additional improper 
intentions or actions, the offering is disqualified but it is not rendered piggul. 


Summary of 
Perek Il 


173 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord, and 
Aaron's sons, the priests, shall present the blood, and 
sprinkle the blood roundabout against the altar that 
is at the door of the Tent of Meeting. 


(Leviticus 1:5) 


This chapter supplements the preceding chapter. While the previous chapter dis- 
cussed individuals whose performance of the sacrificial rites renders those rites not 
valid and intentions that disqualify offerings, this chapter examines the exceptions to 
those halakhot. This includes cases in which individuals unfit to perform the Temple 
service do not render the offering unfit with their service, as well as cases in which 
improper intent does not disqualify an offering. 


Three primary topics are addressed in this chapter, the first of which is the slaughter 
of the offering. Although the slaughter of an offering is one of the indispensable 
sacrificial rites, it may be performed by non-priests. The chapter enumerates the 
halakhot that pertain to slaughter performed by an individual unfit to perform the 
other sacrificial rites, including the technicalities of its performance, especially with 
regard to a ritually impure individual for whom it is prohibited to enter the Temple 
courtyard to slaughter the offering. 


The second issue that is explored is the status of the later sacrificial rites, associated 
with the blood, that were performed by an individual unfit for the Temple service. 
Such rites can occasionally be rectified and redone properly, thereby preventing 
the offering from being rendered not valid. The chapter will discuss the specifics of 
this halakha, what can be corrected, and what cannot be. 


The third issue analyzed in the chapter is that of improper intent with regard to the 
place and time of the offering. Various questions are raised in this context: Do all 
intentions to sacrifice or partake of the offering beyond its designated time render 
the offering piggul? Likewise, do all intentions to sacrifice or partake of the offering 
outside its designated area render the offering not valid? The chapter also discusses 
the halakha in situations where one had intent to perform other aspects of the 
sacrificial rites improperly. 


The clarification of these issues, the presentation of the various differing opinions, 
and the citation of their biblical sources are the main topics of this chapter. 
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MI S HN A With regard to all those who are unfit for 


Temple service who slaughtered" an offer- 


ing, their slaughter is valid, as the slaughter of an offering is valid 
ab initio when performed even by non-priests, by women, by 
Canaanite slaves,’ and by ritually impure individuals. And this is 
the halakha even with regard to offerings of the most sacred 
order, provided that the ritually impure will not touch the flesh 


of the slaughtered animal, thereby rendering it impure. Therefore, 
these unfit individuals can disqualify" the offering with prohibited 
intent," e.g., if one of them intended to partake of the offering 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area. 


All those who are unfit who slaughtered — Doan bs 
ypnww: Those who are unfit to perform the Temple service 
are permitted to slaughter offerings ab initio, even offerings of 
the most sacred order, except for a ritually impure individual; 
he may not perform the sacrificial rite of slaughter ab initio, lest 
he touch the flesh of the animal and render it ritually impure. 
If he did slaughter it and he did not render it ritually impure, 
the slaughter is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 171). 


Canaanite slave — 3735 tay: A Canaanite slave is a gentile 
slave purchased by a Jew (see Leviticus 25:44-46). Such a slave 
must be immersed in a ritual bath and, if male, circumcised. 
These acts effect a change in the slave's status. Though not yet 
a Jew in all respects, a Canaanite slave must observe all of the 
Torah’s prohibitions and must fulfill all positive mitzvot that 
are not dependent on a specific time for their performance. In 
many respects Canaanite slaves are their masters’ property and 
may be sold and purchased like other possessions. A Canaanite 


Therefore these unfit individuals disqualify — poois a yn): 
Just as only a priest can disqualify an offering with prohibited 
intent during a sacrificial rite that is limited to performance by 
priests, as will be explained later in the mishna with regard to 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


Therefore they disqualify the offering with prohibited 
intent - 7awnaa Dpis 722: If the individual who is unfit 
for performing the Temple service had a prohibited intention at 
the time of the slaughter, e.g. if he had intent to partake of the 
offering beyond its designated time or outside its designated 
area, or with regard to a sin offering or a Paschal offering, if it 
was sacrificed not for the sake of the offering or its owner, the 
offering is disqualified due to his intent, since the sacrificial 
rite of slaughter is valid when performed by those unfit for 
Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 14:2). 


slave's master can free him by giving him a bill of manumis- 
sion, a document resembling a bill of divorce in its format, but 
there is a positive mitzva not to free a Canaanite slave without 
compelling reasons. A slave is automatically emancipated if his 
master blinds him, knocks out his tooth, or destroys any one of 
twenty-four extremities. This applies regardless of whether or 
not the master caused the damage intentionally (see Exodus 
21:26-27). 


the sacrificial rite of blood collection, so too, anyone who is fit 
to perform the sacrificial rite of slaughter can disqualify the 
offering with prohibited intent during the slaughter. 
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HALAKHA 


And with regard to all of them, where they collected 
the blood, etc. — ^3) a17 nx barypw 72y: Improper 
intent disqualifies an offering only if the rite is per- 
formed by someone who is fit to perform the Temple 
service. Consequently, if someone who is unfit for 
Temple service collected the blood and had the intent 
while performing the sacrificial rite to partake of the 
offering beyond its designated time or outside its des- 
ignated area, he does not disqualify the offering with 
his intent, and the blood that he collected should be 
poured into the Temple courtyard drain. If blood of 
the soul remains, a priest fit for Temple service should 
collect it with the proper intent (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:2). 


If the priest fit for Temple service collected the blood 
and gave it to an unfit person -oah an wast bop: 
If a priest fit for Temple service collected the blood, 
and he gave it to an individual unfit for Temple service, 
and that individual did not walk with the blood, he 
should return it to the priest fit for Temple service, in 
accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:27). 


If he collected the blood in a vessel in his right hand 
and he moved it to his left hand - jn21 ima bop 
bxnwh: If the priest collected the blood in his right 
hand and then transferred it into his left hand, he 
should return it to his right hand. If he collected the 
blood in a sacred vessel and placed it in a non-sacred 
vessel, he should return the blood to a sacred vessel, in 
accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:24). 


If the blood spilled from the vessel — pn ya Java: 
If the blood was collected in a vessel and then spilled 
from the vessel onto the floor, and it was gathered from 
the floor, it is valid. But if the blood spilled from the 
neck of the animal onto the floor, and it was gathered 
from the floor, even if the priest placed it into a sacred 
vessel the offering is disqualified, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:25). 


If he placed the blood upon the ramp - °33 by in) 
w337: If an individual unfit for Temple service placed 
he blood that is meant to be placed above the red 
ine below the red line, or he placed the blood that is 
meant to be placed outside the Sanctuary inside the 
Sanctuary, or he placed the blood upon the ramp or on 
he wall of the altar that is not opposite the foundation 
of the altar, if there remains in the animal blood of the 
soul, the flesh of the offering has not been disquali- 
fied, and a priest fit for Temple service should place the 
blood properly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:10). 
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And with regard to all of them, in a case where they collected the 
blood" with the intent to offer it beyond its designated time" or 
outside its designated area, if there is blood of the soul that 
remains in the animal, the priest fit for Temple service should 
again collect the blood and sprinkle it on the altar. 


If the priest fit for Temple service collected the blood in a vessel 
and gave the vessel to an unfit person," that person should return 
it to the fit priest. If the priest collected the blood in a vessel in 
his right hand and moved it to his left hand," he should return 
it to his right hand. If the priest collected the blood in a sacred 
vessel" and placed it in a non-sacred vessel, he should return the 
blood to a sacred vessel. If the blood spilled from the vessel" 
onto the floor and he gathered it" from the floor, it is valid. 


Ifan unfit person placed the blood upon the ramp" or on the wall 
ofthe altar that is not opposite the base of the altar, or if he placed 
the blood that is to be placed below the red line above the red line, 
or if he placed the blood that is to be placed above the red line 
below the red line, or if he placed the blood that is to be placed 
inside the Sanctuary outside the Sanctuary or the blood that is 
to be placed outside the Sanctuary inside the Sanctuary, then if 
there is blood of the soul that remains in the animal, the priest fit 
for Temple service should again collect the blood and sprinkle it 


on the altar. 

GEMA The Gemara infers from the use of the 
past tense in the mishna: With regard to 

all those who are unfit for Temple service who slaughtered, that 

after the fact, yes, the slaughter is valid. But ab initio, no, those 

who are unfit may not slaughter an offering. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from what was taught in 
the halakhic midrash Torat Kohanim: The verse states with regard 
to a burnt offering: “And he shall slaughter the bull before the 
Lord” (Leviticus 1:5). The fact that the verse does not stipulate 
that a priest must slaughter the offering teaches that slaughter 
is valid if performed by a non-priest, as stated in the mishna: As 
the sacrificial rite of slaughter is valid when performed by non- 
priests, by women, by Canaanite slaves, and by ritually impure 
individuals, and even with regard to offerings of the most sacred 
order. Or perhaps the term “and he shall slaughter” in the verse 
is referring only to slaughter by priests? 


NOTES 


And with regard to all of them, where they collected the blood 
with the intent to offer it beyond its time, etc. - bape ta 
^) iab yan O77 ny: Even if one who is not fit for Temple service 
collected the blood with the proper intent, the halakha is that 
if the blood of the soul remains in the animal the priest fit for 
Temple service should again collect the blood and place it on the 


altar. This is because if the individual is not fit for Temple service, 


the sacrificial rite of collecting the blood is not considered to have 
been performed. The reason this halakha was expressed in the 
scenario of improper intent is to teach that the improper intent 
of these individuals does not disqualify the offering, since the rite 


is not considered to have been performed in an improper manner, 


but rather to not have been performed at all. 


If he collected the blood in his right hand and moved it to his 
left hand — raw) nn ima bap: Had the priest collected the 
blood in his left hand, it would be disqualified, as taught in the 
previous chapter (15b). Although the priest is now holding the 
vessel in his left hand, and he must bring the blood to the altar and 
place it with his right hand (see 24a), merely holding the vessel 
in his left hand does not disqualify it. Therefore, he may return it 
to his right hand and continue performing the sacrificial rites. 


If the priest collected the blood in a sacred vessel — boa bop 
wip: Had the priest collected the blood in a non-sacred vessel, the 
blood would be disqualified (see Tosefta 1:5 and 97b). 


If the blood spilled from the vessel...and he gathered it - Jawa 
SDDX1.. oan ya: It was taught in an earlier mishna (25a) that if 
the blood spilled from the neck of the animal onto the floor, the 
blood is disqualified. 
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You can say in response: From where did you come to the idea 
that the verse is referring only to a priest? It is from the fact that 
it is stated to Aaron: “And you and your sons with you shall 
keep your priesthood in everything that pertains to the altar” 
(Numbers 18:7). 


One might have thought that this is the halakha even with regard 

to slaughter, that only priests are fit to slaughter an offering. There- 
fore, the verse states: “And he shall slaughter the bull before the 

Lord, and Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall present [vehikrivu] the 

blood” (Leviticus 1:5), from which it is inferred that specifically 
from the collection of the blood and onward it is a mitzva exclu- 
sively of the priesthood." This teaches about the rite of slaughter 
that it is valid ab initio if performed by any person. This contra- 
dicts the inference from the mishna that slaughter of an offering 
by a non-priest is valid only after the fact. 


The Gemara answers: The same is true that even ab initio as 
well" it is permitted for those unfit for Temple service to slaughter 
an offering, but because the mishna wants to teach with regard 
to the ritually impure that they may not slaughter an offering 
ab initio due to a rabbinic decree lest they touch the flesh and 
render it ritually impure, therefore the mishna taught this halakha 
with the expression in the past tense: Who slaughtered, i.e., after 
the fact. 


The Gemara asks: And in the case of a ritually impure individual 
who performed the slaughter, is it permitted even after the fact? 
And one can raise a contradiction from what is taught in the 
halakhic midrash: The Torah states two consecutive directives: 
“And he shall place his hand upon the head of the burnt offering... 
And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:4-5). 
This juxtaposition indicates that both directives are referring to the 
same individual, which teaches that just as placing hands on the 
head of an offering may be performed only by ritually pure indi- 
viduals, so too, the slaughter may be performed only by ritually 
pure individuals. The Gemara answers: By rabbinic law, an impure 
person is prohibited from slaughtering an offering lest he touch 
the flesh of the offering, but by Torah law the slaughter is valid. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about placing hands that it 
can be performed only by those who are ritually pure even by 
Torah law? It is that it is written: “Before the Lord,’™" which is 
referring to the Temple courtyard, and an impure person may not 
enter the Temple courtyard. With regard to slaughter as well, isn’t 
it written: “Before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:5)? How can a ritually 
impure person enter the Temple courtyard to slaughter an offering? 
The Gemara answers: It is possible, in a case where he fashions a 
long knife, stands outside the Temple courtyard, and slaughters 
the offering that is inside the courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to placing hands also, it is possible, 
in a case where he inserts his hands into the Temple courtyard 
and places them on the head of the offering. The Gemara answers: 
The tanna holds that a partial entry, in which only a part of the 
body enters the Temple courtyard, is called entry. Therefore, an 
impure individual may not insert even part of his body, such as his 
hands, into the Temple courtyard. 


Rav Hisda taught the baraita in the opposite manner: “And he 
shall place his hand upon the head of the burnt offering... and he 
shall slaughter the bull” (Leviticus 1:4-5), teaches that just as 
slaughter may be performed only by ritually pure individuals, 
so too, placing hands may be performed only by ritually pure 
individuals." The Gemara asks: What is different about slaughter 
that it may be performed only by those who are ritually pure? It is 
that it is written with regard to it: “Before the Lord,’ which refers 
to the Temple courtyard, and a ritually impure person may not 
enter the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 


From the collection of the blood and onward it 
is a mitzva of the priesthood — my2 px) nyapa 
mama: Although the term vehikrivu, meaning: “And 
they shall present,’ does not literally mean collecting 
blood, nevertheless, it is referring to the subsequent 
sacrificial rite following the slaughter, which is col- 
lecting the blood. The verse used an expression of 
presenting the blood to indicate that conveying the 
blood to the altar is included in the rite of collecting it, 
and they therefore share the same halakhot (see 4a). 
Alternatively, it can be explained that the term vehi- 
krivu means to turn the blood into an offering [kor- 
ban). This includes collecting the blood, carrying it to 
the altar, and presenting it on the altar (Ramban). 


About placing hands that it is written: Before the 
Lord - 7 23 203772: The only place where it 
states explicitly “before the Lord” with regard to plac- 
ing hands on the head of an offering is with regard 
to a bull sacrificed for an unwitting communal sin, 
where the verse states: “And the elders of the con- 
gregation shall lay their hands upon the head of the 
bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 4:15). Considering 
that this offering, which is one of the sin offerings 
that is sacrificed upon the inner altar, has a special 
stringency, the halakha cannot be derived from it to 
other offerings (see Tosafot). Rashi explains that the 
source of this halakha is from the verse cited with 
regard to a burnt offering: “And he shall slaughter 
he bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:5). Since the 
aughter must immediately follow the placing of 
he hands, if the slaughter must be performed in the 
emple courtyard, then the placing of the hands must 
so be done there. In the Torat Kohanim, the source 
ited for this halakha is the verse: “He shall sacrifice 
, that he may be accepted, before the Lord, and he 
hall lay his hand upon the head of the burnt offering” 
Leviticus 1:3-4), which indicates that the placing of 
he hands is performed in the same location as the 
aughter, i.e., it is performed “before the Lord” 
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HALAKHA 

Even ab initio as well - »33 nyna px: All those 
who are unfit for Temple service are permitted to 
slaughter offerings ab initio, even offerings of the 
most sacred order. A ritually impure individual may 
not perform the sacrificial rite of slaughter ab initio 
even if he stands outside the Temple courtyard and 
extends his hand inside to slaughter, as a precaution 
lest he touch the flesh of the animal and render it 
ritually impure, in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:1). 


Placing hands...before the Lord - 7 2.. DD: 

Placing hands on the head of an offering must be 
performed in the Temple courtyard, and if it was 
done outside the Temple courtyard, it must be per- 
formed again inside (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:n). 


Placing hands by ritually pure individuals - 7229 
paira: Only a ritually pure individual may perform 
he placing of hands on the head of an offering. If a 
ritually impure individual did so, it is valid after the 
act. The Lehem Mishne explains that since according 
o the opinion of the Rambam, partial entry into the 
Temple courtyard is not called an entry, although an 
impure individual may not perform the placing of 
he hands in the Temple courtyard ab initio lest he 
come to enter the courtyard entirely, if he did place 
his hands, it is a valid placing of the hands (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:1, and see 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 
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NOTES 


It is possible where he inserts his hands and places 
them - pap mwy Dhyn wwx: According to this 
opinion, partial entry of a ritually i impure individual 
into the courtyard is not considered entry; therefore, 
without the juxtaposition to slaughtering it would 
have been understood that the placing of the hands 
on the head of an offering can be done by ritually 
impure individuals, as the individual can remain 
outside the courtyard and insert just his hands. The 
juxtaposition therefore teaches that ritually impure 
individuals may not place their hands on the heads of 
offerings (Keren Ora). 


The slaughterer of the bull must be before the 
Lord -= 1395 NAP 1237 12 n% ww: This does not 
mean that the slaughterer must stand specifically on 
he inner side of the animal. What is meant is that he 
must stand inside the courtyard (Ra'avad). Likewise, 
he Shita Mekubbetzet has a version of the text that 
reads: The slaughterer and the bull must be before the 
Lord (see Korban Aharon). 


Leper - yi: After his leprosy has healed, the leper 
allows seven days of purity to pass, immerses, and 
hen comes to the Temple on the eighth day, brings his 
offerings, and achieves atonement. Before sacrificing 
his offerings, the leper is still considered to be lacking 
atonement. It is permitted for such a person to enter 
he Temple Mount, which is considered the Levite 
camp, but he is prohibited from entering the Temple 
courtyard, which is considered the camp of the Divine 
Presence. The priest must sprinkle some blood of his 
guilt offering and oil on the tip of the leper’s ear and 
on his right thumb and big toe, and it must be done 
specifically inside the courtyard (see Pesahim 85b). 
Therefore, the leper stands within the Nicanor Gate, 
which is between the women’s courtyard and the 
Temple courtyard and does not have the sanctity of 
the Temple courtyard, and he inserts his hands within 
the courtyard so that the priest can sprinkle the blood 
upon them. 


And he experienced a seminal emission...and he 
immersed himself — 5291... TRN: Until sundown, 
he retains the status of one who immersed himself 
that day, and he is prohibited from entering the 
Temple or even the women’s courtyard, since it has 
the status of the Levite camp. Consequently, this 
leper is prevented from reaching the Nicanor Gate to 
complete his purification process, and as long as he is 
lacking atonement he cannot partake of his Paschal 
offering. This is the halakha only for one who experi- 
enced a seminal emission, since his status is like that 
of a zav. One who is ritually impure due to coming 
in contact with the carcass of a creeping animal, an 
animal carcass, or even a corpse is permitted to enter 
the Temple Mount, and is prohibited only from enter- 
ing the Temple courtyard, which has the status of the 
camp of the Divine Presence. 


BACKGROUND 


He experienced a seminal emission — "77 TXY: 
Whether an emission of semen occurred involuntarily, 
intentionally, or during intercourse, the individual 
becomes ritually impure and cannot enter the Temple. 
To purify himself, he must immerse in a ritual bath, and 
after nightfall on the day of his immersion he again 
becomes ritually pure (see Leviticus 15:16-18). 
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With regard to placing hands on the head of an offering as well, it 
is written: “Before the Lord.” The Gemara answers that it is pos- 
sible, in a case where he inserts his hands into the Temple court- 
yard and places them" on the head of the offering while he remains 
outside. The Gemara asks: But with regard to slaughter also, it is 
possible, in a case where he fashions a long knife and slaughters 
the animal while standing outside the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of Shimon HaTimni, who 
holds that the one who slaughters an offering must stand inside 
the Temple courtyard. This is as it is taught in a baraita, that 
when the verse states: “And he shall slaughter the bull before 
the Lord” (Leviticus 1:5)," it teaches that the bull must be inside 
the Temple courtyard, but the slaughterer need not be “before 
the Lord.’ Therefore, he may stand outside the Temple courtyard 
and slaughter the offering that is inside. Shimon HaTimni says: 
From where is it derived that the hands of the slaughterer must 
be farther inside the Temple courtyard than the animal that is 
slaughtered? The verse states: “And he shall slaughter the bull 
before the Lord,” which teaches that the slaughterer of the bull 
must be before the Lord." 


§ Apropos the question of whether partial entry into the Temple 
courtyard is considered entry, Ulla says that Reish Lakish says: 
A ritually impure individual who inserted his hand inside" the 
Temple courtyard is flogged for transgressing the prohibition of 
entering the Temple while impure, as it is stated with regard to 
the impurity of a woman who gave birth: “Every consecrated 
item she shall not touch, and to the Temple she shall not come, 
until the days of her purification are complete” (Leviticus 12:4). The 
verse juxtaposes entry into the courtyard to touching a sacred 
item. Just as touching with even a part of the body is considered 
touching, so too, entry with part of the body is considered entry. 


Rav Hoshaya raised an objection to Ulla from that which was 
taught in a baraita: There is the case of a leper’ whose eighth 
day, on which he becomes ritually pure from his leprosy and per- 
forms the final stages of his purification process, occurs on Passover 
eve," such that it would be possible to bring his offerings and be fit 
to partake of the Paschal offering that evening. And he experienced 
a seminal emission’ on that day before he performed the final 
stages of his purification process, rendering him ritually impure 
and prohibited from entering the Temple. And he then immersed 
himself" in a ritual bath. The question is whether he may come to 
the gate of the Temple courtyard, which is necessary to complete 
his purification process and terminate his status as a leper. 


HALAKHA 
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The bull before the Lord -’7 nab 322772: In the case of offerings 
of lesser sanctity that were inside the ak courtyard, with the 
person standing outside the courtyard and inserting his hand 
inside to perform the ritual slaughter, the slaughter is valid. If the 
animal was inside, aside from its leg, which was outside, and he 
slaughtered it, the offering is disqualified. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:11, 14). 


A ritually impure individual who inserted his hand inside — 
oa iT DTÉ Nav: A ritually impure individual who inserted 
his hand into the Temple i is not flogged, since a partial entry is 
not considered an entry by Torah law. He does receive lashes for 
rebelliousness. The Ra’avad rules that a partial entry is considered 
an entry and he is therefore flogged for it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:18, and see Kesef Mishne and Mahari 
Kurkus there). 


A ae whose rat day occurs on Passover eve - baw yyin 
ioe occurs on ihe fourteenth day of Nisan, and who experiences 
a seminal emission on that day, he immerses and enters the wom- 
en's courtyard and brings his offerings. One who immersed that 
day is generally prohibited from entering the women's courtyard, 
but since that prohibition is by rabbinic law and the obligation 
to sacrifice the Paschal offering in its proper time is mandated by 
Torah law, and the failure to do so carries the punishment of karet, 
it overrides the prohibition of entering the women’s courtyard, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:5). 
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The Sages said: Although any other individual who was ritually 
impure who immersed that day and is waiting for nightfall for the 
purification process to be completed may not enter the Temple 
mount until nightfall, this one may enter. The reason is that it is 
better for a positive mitzva that has a punishment of karet, i.e., the 
bringing of the Paschal offering, to come and override a positive 
mitzva for which there is no liability to be punished with karet," 
i.e., the mitzva to remove individuals who are ritually impure from 
the Temple courtyard, than have the positive mitzva that has a 
punishment of karet not be performed. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: By Torah law, there is not even a positive 
mitzva" that restricts from entering the Temple courtyard one who 
has immersed that day and will become pure only upon nightfall, as 
it is stated: “And Jehoshaphat stood in the congregation of Judea 


and Jerusalem, in the House of the Lord, before the new courtyard” 


(11 Chronicles 20:5). What is the meaning of “the new courtyard”? 
Rabbi Yohanan says: This is referring to the place in which they 
innovated many matters" and said that one who immersed that day 
may not enter the camp of the Levites," which in Jerusalem includes 
the entire Temple Mount. This indicates that the prohibition is of 
rabbinic origin, and by Torah law it is permitted for him to enter. 


Rav Hoshaya concludes his objection: And if you say that partial 
entry into the courtyard is considered entry, how does the leper 
who immersed himself that day insert his hands into the courtyard 
so that his right thumb and big toe will become purified? In this situ- 
ation, both this mitzva to eat of the Paschal offering and that mitzva 
for an impure person to not enter the courtyard are each a positive 
mitzva for which there is liability to be punished with karet, as 
someone who immersed himself that day who enters the Temple 
courtyard is liable to be punished with karet. 


Ulla said to Rabbi Hoshaya: A proof to my opinion can be brought 
from your own burden, i.e., from the question you asked. A leper 
is different, as the Torah permitted him to insert his right thumb 
and big toe into the courtyard in order to become purified despite 
the fact that he has not yet brought an atonement offering to com- 
plete the purification process, and since he was permitted to partially 
enter the courtyard for purification from his leprosy, he was also 
permitted with regard to his impurity due to his seminal emission. 
Nevertheless, a partial entry into the courtyard is in fact considered 
an entry. 


Based on Ulla’s previous comment, Rav Yosef said: Ulla holds 
that if most of the Jewish people were zavim" on Passover eve, 
and were therefore prohibited from sacrificing the Paschal offering 
while impure, and then they became ritually impure due to a corpse, 
which allows them to sacrifice the Paschal offering despite their 
impurity as they are a majority of the Jewish people, since they are 
permitted to sacrifice the offering with regard to their impurity 
due to a corpse, they are also permitted with regard to their ziva. 


Abaye said to him: Are the cases comparable? With regard to a 
leper who experienced a seminal emission, he was already permitted 
to partially enter the courtyard despite his initial impurity. There- 
fore, the subsequent impurity does not prohibit him from entering. 
By contrast, the zavim were originally prevented from sacrificing 
the Paschal offering. Therefore, even if he would be permitted to 
enter the courtyard despite becoming impure due to a corpse, he 
would not be permitted to enter due to the ziva that was previously 
present. 


Furthermore, Abaye said to him: Perhaps this is what the Master is 
saying: If most of the Jewish people were initially ritually impure 
due to a corpse, and they subsequently became zavim, since they 
are permitted with regard to their impurity due to a corpse, they 
are permitted with regard to their ziva as well. Rav Yosef said to 
him: Yes, that was what I meant. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


And override a positive mitzva for which there is 
no karet — MD ia pgo nwy AND: This is referring 
to the positive mitzva of: “They shall send out from 
the camp every leper and every zav, and whoever 
is unclean by the dead” (Numbers 5:2). The pun- 
ishment of karet applies only to a ritually impure 
individual who enters the camp of the Divine Pres- 
ence, which extends from the walls of the Temple 
courtyard and inward (see Shevuot 14a). 


There is not even a positive mitzva - Tb ox 
ja px: It would seem from Rashi's explanation that 
Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with the baraita. Tosafot 
hold that Rabbi Yohanan is not disagreeing with 
the baraita, but merely explaining it, saying that by 
Torah law one who immersed himself that day is not 
required to be sent out of the Levite camp. 


In which they innovated many matters, etc. — 
D1 DTA Aa WP: Since it states in the verse that 
Jehoshaphat stood “in the congregation of Judea,’ 
it indicates that Jehoshaphat taught and spoke 
publicly before the congregation. Rabbi Yohanan 
explains that Jehoshaphat innovated a halakha, as 
it was common for the Sages to deliver a public 
address when they innovated a halakha (Gilyonei 
HaShas). 


Most of the Jewish people were zavim, etc. — 211 
"9310921: An individual or a minority of the congrega- 
tion who are ritually impure due to a corpse are pro- 
hibited from sacrificing the Paschal offering on the 
fourteenth of Nisan, and it is postponed for them to 
the second Pesah. If the majority of the congrega- 
tion is impure, the bringing of the Paschal offering 
is not postponed until the second Pesah; rather, it 
is brought on the first Pesah while the people are 
impure (see 22b). This permission does not apply to 
all types of ritual impurity, but only to ritual impurity 
due to a corpse. Consequently, if a majority of the 
congregation are zavim, the Paschal offering may 
not be brought in Nisan. 


HALAKHA 


One who immersed that day in the Levite camp — 
mob mma oi busy: One who was ritually impure 
and immersed that day may not enter the women's 
courtyard, but this halakha does not apply to one 
who is lacking atonement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:6). 
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NOTES 

Ritual impurity is overridden, etc. — mant AKAD 
"131: Rashi explains that it is with total permission that 
a leper is allowed partial entry into the courtyard. 
By contrast, sacrificing the Paschal offering while 
ritually impure is not entirely permitted, but rather 
the prohibition is overridden; it is facilitated through 
the frontplate worn by the High Priest, which atones 
for ritual impurity related to the Temple. Consequently, 
this reluctant allowance is limited in its scope. 


What difference does it make to me if there is one 
impurity that is overridden, etc. — 31 KANT 3H b ma: 
Since there is explicit permission for a leper to inser 
his right thumb and big toe into the courtyard, it is 
as though no prohibition exists. Consequently, this 
permission is not relevant to any other prohibition 
of ritual impurity. Conversely, with regard to ritua 
impurity in the case of the Paschal offering, since the 
prohibition is being overridden, this overriding force 
will function to override other ritual impurities as wel 
(see Keren Ora). 


Perek III 
Daf 33 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Impurity is overridden in cases involving the public - 
AA NOT TAM ANID: In cases involving the public, 
ritual impurity is not permitted but is merely overrid- 
den. Therefore, in a case in which the priests of the 
priestly watch became ritually impure, if there is a 
priest from a different priestly watch that is pure, he 
should come and serve in the Temple so that the ser- 
vice should not be performed in impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:14-15). 


Immediately following the placing of hands is 
slaughter - nwnw maap) ‘an: In the same place 
where the hands are placed on the head of the offer- 
ing the offering is slaughtered, and the slaughter 
immediately follows the placing of the hands. If it was 
slaughtered in a different place, or the slaughter was 
delayed, it is still valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:12). 


Except for this case of a leper which was done in 
the Nicanor Gate - ap73 wwa ANA im yin: The 
priest waves the guilt offering of the leper and his 
log of oil, and then brings the guilt offering to the 
entrance of the courtyard. The leper inserts both of 
his hands into the Temple courtyard and places them 
onthe head of his offering, and it is then immediately 
slaughtered. Partial entry into the courtyard is not 
considered an entry (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 4:2 and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The Gemara asks: But still, this is not comparable to the case of 
Ulla, since with regard to a leper, it is with total permission that 
he is allowed partial entry into the courtyard. And since it was 
permitted with regard to one impurity, it was permitted with 
regard to a second impurity. But the ritual impurity with regard to 
the sacrificing of the Paschal offering is only overridden," and 
there is not a total permission. Perhaps with regard to this, i.e., 
ritual impurity due to a corpse, it is overridden, but with regard 
to that, i.e., the impurity of ziva, it is not overridden. 


Rava said to him: On the contrary, the opposite is more reason- 
able. With regard to a leper, it is with specific permission that 
he was allowed by the Torah to insert his right thumb and big toe 
into the courtyard in order to become purified despite his ritual 
impurity, which was not granted for other impurities. Therefore, 
perhaps only with regard to this impurity it is permitted, but 
with regard to that impurity, i.e., due to a seminal emission, it 
is not permitted. But with regard to ritual impurity, since it is 
overridden in the case of ritual impurity due to a corpse, what 
difference does it make to me if there is one impurity that is 
overridden," and what difference does it make to me if there 
are two impurities that are overridden? 


The Gemara comments: It can be derived by inference that 
both Abaye and Rava hold that impurity is overridden in cases 
involving the public" and is not entirely permitted. 


The Gemara returns to discussing Ulla’s statement that partial entry 
ofa ritually impure individual is considered entry: Let us say that 
a baraita ( Tosefta, Nega’im 8:10) supports Ulla’s opinion: Concern- 
ing all the cases of placing hands that were there in the Temple, I 
say about them that the principle: Immediately following the 
placing of hands on the head of an offering is its slaughter,” is 
applied, meaning that these acts must take place uninterruptedly 
and in the same location. 


This is so except for this case of a leper who places hands on his 
guilt offering, which was done in the threshold of the Nicanor 
Gate"! and not in the Temple courtyard where the guilt offering 
was slaughtered. The reason for this is that a leper cannot enter 
the courtyard until they sprinkle from the blood of his sin offer- 
ing and from the blood of his guilt offering on the altar on his 
behalf. The Gemara explains the proof: And if you say that partial 
entry is not considered entry, let him insert his hands and place 
them on the head of the offering, and the offering should then be 
slaughtered in that location next to the gate. 


BACKGROUND 


Nicanor Gate — 71373 Ww: The Nicanor Gate, which was situated by 
the main entrance to the Temple courtyard, served many purposes 
in cases where it was necessary for someone to be as close as pos- 
sible to the courtyard without actually entering it. 


Depiction of Nicanor Gate [= = A e, 
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Rav Yosef said: There is no proof from here, as in accordance with 
whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the northern side 
of the courtyard in which it is permitted to slaughter offerings of the 
most sacred order, which includes a guilt offering, includes only the 
area to the north of the altar and not the entire northern section of 
the courtyard. This area is far north of the entrance to the courtyard, 
i.e., more than twenty-two cubits away. Consequently, even if the leper 
were to insert his hands into the courtyard and place them on the head 
of his guilt offering, it would not be permitted to slaughter it there. 


The Gemara suggests: But let an opening [ pishpash]' be made in 
the northern courtyard wall facing the altar, where the leper can insert 
his hands. The Gemara explains: Abaye and Rava both say that such 
structural changes cannot be made to the Temple, since the verse 
states with regard to the Temple construction: “All in writing, as the 
Lord has made me wise by His hand upon me, even all the works 
of this pattern” (1 Chronicles 28:19). 


There are those who say that Rabbi Yosef said another explanation 
as to why the leper cannot insert his hands into the courtyard and place 
them on the head of the offering: Anyone who places hands on the 
head of an offering must insert his head and most of his body into 
the courtyard. What is the reason? We require placing hands with all 
ofhis force." Therefore, it is not possible for the leper to perform the 
placing of his hands properly without entering the courtyard, and 
the placing of hands on the offering is done instead in the threshold 
of the Nicanor Gate. 


The Gemara clarifies: What does the tanna of the baraita hold? If 
he holds that placing hands on the head of a guilt offering of a leper 
is by Torah law, and the principle that immediately following the 
placing of hands on the head of an offering must be its slaughter is 
also by Torah law, let the leper openly insert his hands into the court- 
yard and place them on the head of the offering, as the Merciful One 
states in the Torah that he must do so. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana says: In principle that should be done. But 
the prohibition against the leper entering the courtyard is a rabbinic 
decree, due to the concern that perhaps he will increase his 
steps, enter the courtyard more than is necessary, and be liable for 
entering there in a state of impurity. There are those who say that Rav 
Adda bar Mattana says that placing hands on the head of a guilt 
offering of a leper is indeed by Torah law, but the requirement that 
immediately following the placing of hands is the slaughter is not 
by Torah law. Therefore, he places hands on the offering outside of 
the courtyard. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita cited previously (32a): 
The verse states: “And he shall place his hand upon the head of the 
burnt offering... And he shall slaughter the bull” (Leviticus 1:4-5). 
Just as placing hands may be performed only by ritually pure indi- 
viduals, so too, the slaughter may be performed only by ritually pure 
individuals. And if you say that the requirement that placing hands 
must immediately precede the slaughter is not by Torah law, then with 
regard to ritually impure individuals you also find that placing hands 
may be performed, since they can do so outside the courtyard. 


Rather, reverse it and say that placing hands on the head of the guilt 
offering of a leper is not by Torah law," and therefore the leper must 
do so outside the courtyard, but with regard to offerings that require 
placing of hands by Torah law, the requirement that immediately 
following the placing of hands must be the slaughter is by Torah law. 


Placing hands on the head of the guilt offering of a leper 
is not by Torah law - xpi wed priva Dwr nono: If it is 
not required by Torah law, the leper may not place his hands 
on the head of the offering with all his strength, since it is 


LANGUAGE 

Opening [pishpash] — waws: This word also exists 
in Syriac Aramaic with the same meaning: A small 
door within a larger door. Some explain that the term 
derives from the Greek Wij@os, pséfos, which refers to 
a stone that is embedded in a formation of stones that 
form a mosaic. From there the word was borrowed to 
describe a wicket embedded in a larger door. 


Wicket in a large gate 


HALAKHA 
We require all of his force — ja irisbp: The owner of 
the offering must place his hands on the head of the 
offering with both of his hands and all of his strength 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
3:13). 


NOTES 
considered as though he is performing labor with an offer- 
ing. He may merely rest his hands on the head (Tosafot). Rashi 
explains that while other guilt offerings require placing of the 
hands although it is not mentioned explicitly in the Torah, it is 


derived from the juxtaposition: “As the sin offering and as the 
guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10). The guilt offering of a leper is not 
included among other guilt offerings, since it does not serve to 
atone for a sin, but rather to purify him of his leprosy. 
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HALAKHA 


An impure person who touched sacrificial food - 
wpa yaw Krav: It is forbidden for a ritually impure 

individual to touch sacrificial food. One who did so is 

not flogged. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as the halakha is in accordance with 

his opinion in his disputes with Reish Lakish (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:12). 


Prohibition for a ritually impure person who eats 
sacrificial meat — menwa DTI ya Said TN: 

With regard to anyone who is ritually i impure with 

an impurity such that if he were to enter the Temple 
he would be liable to receive karet and who ate an 

olive-bulk of sacrificial food, whether pure or impure, 
if he did so intentionally he is liable to be punished 

with karet. This prohibition is derived from the verse: 
“Every consecrated item she shall not touch” (Leviti- 
cus 12:4). This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1813-14 and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


That verse is written with regard to teruma — Xini 
ana manna: Rashi explains that this is learned from 
he end of the verse, as it is written: “Every conse- 
crated item she shall not touch, and to the Temple 
she shall not come, until the days of her purification 
be fulfilled” (Leviticus 12:4). This indicates that once 
her days of purification have been completed, it is 
permitted for her to touch consecrated items. This is 
he halakha only with regard to teruma, since with 
regard to sacrificial food it is permitted for her to 
ouch it only after she has brought her offering of 
atonement. Consequently, it is concluded that the 
“consecrated item” referred to in the verse is not sac- 
rificial food, but rather teruma, which she may touch 
once she is ritually pure. 


From the fact that the Merciful One expressed 
this prohibition with a term of touching - Apax 
my] wha saan: The meaning is that in conclusion 
he verse is explained as referring to eating sacrificial 
ood while ritually impure, since the continuation of 
he verse, by comparing the touching to entering the 
Temple, a prohibition that is punishable with karet, 
indicates a more serious transgression than merely 
ouching. The straightforward understanding of the 
verse is also taken into account, and it is explained as 
eaching a prohibition against touching. 


PERSONALITIES 

Bardela - Yna: It would seem that this is the same 
person mentioned in other places by his full name, 
Abba Kohen Bardela or Abba Kohen bar Dela. In 
the Jerusalem Talmud and in other places his name 
appears as Abba Kohen bar Dalia. He was appar- 
ently from the first generation of amora‘im, as Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish cite him. He is mentioned 
once in the halakhic midrash and a number of times 
in the aggadic midrash. 
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The Gemara returns to Ulla’s statement in the name of Reish Lakish 
(32b) that an impure individual who inserted his hand into the 
Temple courtyard is flogged, as partial entry is considered entry. 
An objection was then raised from the case of the leper, where he 
is not liable to be punished with karet for partial entry, and Ulla 
offered one answer. Ravina says that there is another answer: It 
was stated only with regard to lashes, teaching that one is flogged 
for partially entering the courtyard while ritually impure. Reish 
Lakish agrees that there is no punishment of karet for partial entry 
as there is for a full entry. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Abbahu says that the statement of Reish Lakish with regard 
to this verse was stated with regard to a ritually impure individual 
who touched sacrificial food, and not with regard to partial entry 
into the courtyard, as Ulla had said. 


This is as it was stated: There is an amoraic dispute with regard to 
an impure person who touched sacrificial food." Reish Lakish 
says: He is flogged. Rabbi Yohanan says: He is not flogged. The 
Gemara elaborates. Reish Lakish says: He is flogged, as it is writ- 
ten: “Every consecrated item she shall not touch” (Leviticus 
12:4). And Rabbi Yohanan says: He is not flogged, as that verse 
is written with regard to touching the portion of the produce 
designated for the priest [teruma]." 


The Gemara asks: But does Reish Lakish actually hold that this 
verse comes to teach this halakha? He requires this verse to 
teach a prohibition for a ritually impure person who eats sacrifi- 
cial meat. As it was stated: From where is the prohibition for a 
ritually impure person who eats sacrificial meat" derived? Reish 
Lakish says it is derived from the verse: “Every consecrated item 
she shall not touch,’ which the Gemara will explain is referring 
to eating. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: The Sage Bardela’ teaches that this pro- 
hibition is derived from a verbal analogy of the term “his impu- 
rity [tumato]” written with regard to one who eats sacrificial 
meat while impure (Leviticus 7:20), and the term “his impurity 
[tumato ]” written with regard to one who enters the Temple while 
impure (Numbers 19:13). Just as there, with regard to entering 
the Temple while impure, the Torah prescribed the punishment 
of karet and also explicitly prohibited doing so, so too here, with 
regard to eating sacrificial meat while impure, the Torah prescribed 
the punishment of karet and also explicitly prohibited doing so. 
Clearly, Reish Lakish understood this verse as referring to eating 
sacrificial meat, not merely touching it. 


The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish holds that both can be derived 
from Leviticus 12:4. The prohibition with regard to a ritually 
impure individual who touched sacrificial food is derived from 
the fact that the Merciful One expressed this prohibition with a 
term of touching," while the prohibition with regard to one 
who eats sacrificial food while impure is derived from the fact 
that the Torah juxtaposed the prohibition of eating sacrificial 
food while impure to the prohibition of entering the Temple while 
impure in the verse: “Every consecrated item she shall not touch, 
and to the Temple she shall not come” (Leviticus 12:4). 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Reish Lakish. It is written: “Every consecrated 
item she shall not touch’; this is a prohibition for an impure 
person who eats sacrificial food. Do you say that it is a prohibition 
for an impure person who eats sacrificial food, or perhaps it is only 
a prohibition for an impure person who touches sacrificial food? 
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The verse states: “Every consecrated item she shall not touch, 
and to the Temple she shall not come” (Leviticus 12:4). The 
verse juxtaposes the matter pertaining to sacrificial food to the 
matter of entering the Temple while ritually impure. Just as enter- 
ing the Temple is a matter that entails a punishment that involves 


the taking of a life, i.e., karet, so too, the matter pertaining to 
sacrificial food entails a punishment that involves the taking 
of a life. The Gemara explains: And if the prohibition is with 
regard to touching sacrificial food, is there a punishment that 
entails the taking of a life? Rather, the prohibition is with regard 
to eating. 


The Gemara asks: But this verse is still necessary for Reish Lakish 
to teach the halakha of a ritually impure person who ate sacrifi- 
cial meat before the sprinkling of the blood" of the offering on 
the altar, when the meat is not yet permitted. As it was stated: 
With regard to an impure individual who ate sacrificial meat 
before the sprinkling of the blood, Reish Lakish says: He is 
flogged for doing so, and Rabbi Yohanan says: He is not flogged. 


Reish Lakish says: He is flogged, as it is written: “Every conse- 
crated item she shall not touch,” without limiting the prohibition 
to a specific time, indicating that it is no different if one eats the 
sacrificial meat prior to sprinkling the blood, and it is no differ- 
ent if one does so after sprinkling the blood. Rabbi Yohanan 
says: He is not flogged, as the Sage Bardela teaches that the 
prohibition is derived by means of the verbal analogy cited before, 
as the verse states “his impurity” with regard to an impure person 
who eats sacrificial food, and states “his impurity” with regard to 


an impure person entering the Temple. And when “his impurity” 


is written, it is with regard to partaking of sacrificial meat after 
the sprinkling” of the blood (see Leviticus 7:20). 


The Gemara answers for Reish Lakish: If so, that the verse was 
referring only to partaking of sacrificial meat after the sprinkling 
of the blood, let the verse say: A consecrated item she shall 
not touch. What is the reason for using the phrase “every conse- 
crated item”? Conclude two conclusions from it, i.e., it also 
includes not eating sacrificial meat before the sprinkling of the 


blood. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: With regard to an 
impure individual who ate sacrificial meat before the sprinkling 
of the blood, Reish Lakish says: He is flogged for doing so, 
and Rabbi Yohanan says: He is not flogged. Abaye says: This 
dispute applies with regard to a case of impurity of the body of 
the one who eats the meat, but with regard to impurity of the 
flesh itself, i.e., if the sacrificial meat was ritually impure, all agree 
that he is flogged. 


NOTES 


And when “his impurity” is written, it is with regard to par- 
taking of sacrificial meat after the sprinkling, etc. - 203 °3) 
DAP ane) NTT: As explained earlier (33b), the source of the 
prohibition to eat sacrificial meat while in a state of impurity is 
derived from a verbal analogy juxtaposing this prohibition to the 
prohibition against entering the Temple while in a state of impu- 
rity, based on the term “his impurity [tumato].’ The punishment 
of karet for eating sacrificial meat while impure is limited to one 
who eats meat after the sprinkling of the blood, since the verse 


is discussing meat that is fit to be eaten, as it is written: “And the 
flesh, everyone that is pure may eat the flesh, but the soul that 
eats of the flesh...having his impurity upon him; that soul shall 
be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:19-20). This verse indicates 
that the meat referred to that an impure individual eats in this case 
is the same meat that is permitted to a pure individual (Menahot 
25b). Consequently, the prohibition against eating sacrificial meat 
while in a state of impurity applies only to such meat as well. 


HALAKHA 


A ritually impure person who ate sacrificial meat 
before the sprinkling of the blood - wa boxw Nav 
apt nab wip: A ritually impure individual who ate 
sacrificial meat before the sprinkling of the blood is not 
liable to be punished with karet. He is therefore also not 
flogged as an impure individual who ate sacrificial meat, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 


ha pD: ZEVAHIM: PEREK I1-34A 185 


NOTES 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And the flesh, to include wood and frankincense - wam 
miah Dyy niat: The verse states: “And the flesh that 
touches any impure item shall not be eaten; it shall be 
burned with fire; and the flesh, every one that is clean may 
eat the flesh” According to Rashi, this halakha is derived 
from the second time the term “and the flesh” appears in 
the verse. In Pesahim 35a, Rashi explains that the term “the 
flesh,’ in and of itself, is not superfluous, and the halakha 
is derived from the addition of the conjunctive “and” (see 


Pesahim 24b). 


Acase where the wood and frankincense were sanctified 
in a vessel — boa ype tiaa: The frankincense was inserted 
into a service vessel for it to be sacrificed. The question 
arises with regard to wood: With what sort of service ves- 
sel is wood sanctified? Rashi explains that refers to small 
hat entered the coal pan, which is a service 
vessel, when coals were scooped up from the altar during 


chips of wood t 


the removal of 


he ashes. Josafot claim t 


hat this cannot be, 


as the wood was not removed; only the ashes of burned 
sacrifices were removed. They therefore 
he coals removed by the High Priest on 


is referring to 
Yom Kippur for 


burning in the Holy of H 


explain that Rashi 


olies. Tosafot offer 


another explanation, that when the wood was smoothed 


with an ax for i 


to be arranged on the 


altar, it was sancti- 


fied, despite an ax not being a service vessel (see Josafot 
on Menahot 101a). 
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This is as the verse states: “And the flesh that touches any impure 
item shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire; and the flesh, 
every one that is pure may eat the flesh” (Leviticus 7:19). The 
Sages derived that the extra term “and the flesh” serves to include 
wood and frankincense, which are not fit for consumption, and 
even so the verse included them as being susceptible to impurity, 
and one who eats them while he is impure is flogged. Therefore, 
sacrificial meat before the sprinkling of the blood, which is fit 
for consumption, is certainly included in the prohibition. 


And Rava says: This dispute applies with regard to a case of 
impurity of the body, but with regard to impurity of the meat 
all agree that he is not flogged." What is the reason? Since 
one does not apply to meat before the sprinkling of the blood 
the verse: “But the soul that eats of the flesh of the sacrifice of 
peace offerings of the Lord, having his impurity upon him, that 
soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:20), which is 
referring to meat after the sprinkling of the blood, so too, one 
does not apply to it the prohibition: “And the flesh that touches 
any impure item shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 7:19). 


The Gemara challenges the statement of Rava: But doesn’t the 
Master say that the term “and the flesh” serves to include wood 
and frankincense™ that became impure as items that are forbid- 
den to be eaten, despite the fact that they are not fit for consump- 
tion? Certainly, then, sacrificial flesh before the sprinkling of the 
blood should also be included in the category of items forbidden 
to be eaten. 


The Gemara answers: What are we dealing with here, that one 
would be liable for eating wood and frankincense that are impure? 
It is a case where the wood and frankincense were sanctified in 
a vessel," and the reason for the liability is that they are then 
considered like an item for which all of its permitting factors 
were sacrificed, such as flesh after the sprinkling of the blood, 
and only then is one liable for eating it while impure. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Me’ila 10a): With regard to 
anything that has permitting factors," i.e., rites that must be per- 
formed or items that must be sacrificed before the meat of the 
offering may be eaten, such as the meat of an offering that is permit- 
ted to be eaten by the sprinkling of the blood; one is liable for 
eating it while impure from the time that its permitting factors 
were sacrificed. With regard to anything that does not have per- 
mitting factors, such as the handful removed from a meal offering 
and the frankincense, which themselves render the rest of the 
meal offering permitted for consumption, one is liable for eating 
it while impure from the time it is sanctified in a vessel. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to impurity of the meat...he is not flogged - 
mph $x... ngawa: A ritually pure individual who ate an 

olive-bulk of sacrificial meat that became impure is flogged, 
provided that he ate it after its permitting factors were sacrificed. 
One who eats impure sacrificial meat before its permitting fac- 
tors were sacrificed is not flogged for eating impure sacrificial 

meat, in accordance with the opinion of Rava. Nevertheless, he 

receives lashes for rebelliousness (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:12). 


To include wood and frankincense — mida oyy ma: The 
wood for the arrangement of wood on the altar, and frankin- 
cense, although they are not food, are nevertheless suscep- 
tible to impurity just like food, with regard to sacrifices. If they 


became ritually impure, the wood and frankincense become 
unfit for the altar, and they are not sacrificed. Likewise, a ritually 
pure individual who consumed an olive-bulk of frankincense 
from a meal offering that became impure after it was sancti- 
fied in a vessel is flogged (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:12 and Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:8). 


Anything that has permitting factors, etc. - oyna b ww ds 
"131: Concerning any item that has permitting factors, one is not 
liable for violating the prohibition of piggul, notar, or impurity, 
until the permitting factors were sacrificed properly. Concerning 
any item that does not have any permitting factors, once it was 
sanctified in a vessel, one is liable for impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 
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§ It was stated: In the case of one who offers up the limbs of 
a non-kosher animal" upon the altar, Reish Lakish says: He 
is flogged for doing so, while Rabbi Yohanan says: He is not 
flogged. The Gemara explains the logic for each opinion: Reish 
Lakish says that he is flogged, because there is a positive mitzva to 
sacrifice an offering from the herd and the flock (see Leviticus 1:2), 
which are kosher animals. Therefore, it can be inferred that a kosher 
animal, yes, one may sacrifice, but a non-kosher animal one may 
not sacrifice, and one who transgresses a prohibition that stems 
from a positive mitzva’ is flogged for it. And Rabbi Yohanan says: 
One is not flogged for it, as one who transgresses a prohibition 
that stems from a positive mitzva is not flogged for it. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish 
from a baraita cited in Torat Kohanim: “Whatsoever parts the hoof, 
and is wholly cloven-footed, and chews the cud, among the beasts, 
that may you eat” (Leviticus 11:3)." One can infer: But you may 
not eat anon-kosher animal;" and a prohibition that stems from 
a positive mitzva has the status of a positive mitzva. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said to Rabbi Yirmeya bar Tahlifa: I will explain 
it to you: With regard to one who sacrifices the limbs of a non- 
kosher animal upon the altar, everyone agrees that he is not 
flogged, as he violates only a positive mitzva. When they disagree, 
it is with regard to one who sacrifices a kosher undomesticated 
animal" on the altar, and it was stated like this: Rabbi Yohanan 
says: He transgresses a positive mitzva. Reish Lakish says: He 
does not transgress anything. 


The Gemara explains their reasoning: Rabbi Yohanan says: He 
transgresses a positive mitzva, since the Torah commanded that 
a domesticated animal, yes, should be sacrificed, from which it can 
be inferred that an undomesticated animal may not be sacrificed, 
and a prohibition that stems from a positive mitzva has the status 
of a positive mitzva. Reish Lakish says: He does not transgress 
anything, since that verse which instructs one to sacrifice offerings 
from the herd and the flock is referring to the optimal manner of 
fulfilling the mitzva, but ifhe sacrificed an undomesticated animal, 
he has not transgressed the mitzva. 


Rava raised an objection from a baraita: Had the verse (Leviticus 
1:2) stated only: When any man of you brings an offering to the 
Lord, animals [ behema], I would say that even an undomesticated 
animal is included in the category of an animal [behema], like 
that which is stated: “These are the animals [behema] that you 
may eat: The ox, the sheep, and the goat, the deer, and the 
gazelle, and the fallow deer, and the wild goat, and the oryx, and 
the aurochs, and the mountain sheep” (Deuteronomy 14:4-s), 
and, for example, the deer and gazelle are undomesticated animals. 
Therefore, the verse states: “From animals, from the cattle and 
from the flock” (Leviticus 1:2), which indicates that God says: 
I have told you to bring offerings from the cattle and the flock, 
but not an undomesticated animal. 


One might have thought that one should not bring an undomesti- 
cated animal ab initio, but if one did bring it, it is valid, and to what 
is this comparable? To a student whose teacher says to him: 
Bring me wheat, and the student brought him wheat and barley. 
In this case, it is not as though the student is disobeying the state- 
ment of the teacher; rather, he is merely adding to his statement, 
and that should be valid. 


But you may not eat a non-kosher animal, etc. - maga xh) 
^D gav: Rashi explains that the main proof is from the con- 
tinuation of the baraita that appears in the Torat Kohanim on 
this verse, where the question is subsequently asked: Only a 
positive mitzva has been derived; from where do we derive a 


NOTES 


prohibition? The Torat Kohanim then mentions another verse. It 
is therefore clear that the deductive inference: A kosher animal 
but not a non-kosher animal, is not considered a prohibition but 
is considered a positive mitzva, for which one is not flogged (see 
Tosafot and Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


One who offers up the limbs of a non-kosher animal, 

etc. — 13) AND TATI IK myn: The Rambam writes: 

One who sacrifices the limbs ofa non-kosher animal on the 
altar is flogged. Although the prohibition against sacrific- 
ing such limbs stems from a positive mitzva, the violation 
of which does not usually entail flogging, nevertheless, 
just as one is flogged for eating the meat of a non-kosher 
animal whose prohibition also stems from a positive mitzva, 
so too one is flogged for sacrificing it. The Ra'avad ques- 
tions this, since this does not seem to be the conclusion 
of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 5:6, and see Mahari Kurkus, Radbaz, and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


That may you eat - boxa An: From the fact that it 
states: “And every beast that parts the hoof, and has the 
hoof wholly cloven in two, and chews the cud” (Deuter- 
onomy 14:6), one can derive that any animal that does not 
chew its cud and does not have split hooves is forbidden, 
and a prohibition that stems from a positive mitzva has the 
status of a positive mitzva. Concerning the camel, pig, hare, 
and rock badger it states: “Nevertheless, these you shall not 
eat” (Deuteronomy 14:7), although they possess one of the 
signs of being kosher. It can therefore be derived a fortiori 
that other non-kosher animals, which lack any signs of 
being kosher, are also prohibited. Consequently, one who 
eats an olive-bulk from the meat of a non-kosher animal, 
whether domesticated or undomesticated, is flogged. This 
is based on the Jorat Kohanim (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 2:1-2 and Kesef Mishne there). 


When they disagree it is with regard to a kosher undo- 
mesticated animal - mna whe 93: One who sacrifices 
the limbs of a kosher undomesticated animal on the altar 
transgresses a positive mitzva but is not flogged, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Prohibition that stems from a positive mitzva - x37 wh 
nyy Soon: This is an act prohibited implicitly by the Torah 

but which the Torah itself does no explicitly mention. 

Rather, it states a positive mitzva from which the prohibi- 
tion is derived. For example, it is written concerning the 
Paschal offering: “And they shall eat the flesh during that 
night” (Exodus 12:18). This positive statement is interpreted 

by the Sages as a prohibition against eating the Paschal 

offering during the day (see Pesahim 41b). The violation of 
an implicit prohibition is considered like the violation of a 

positive mitzva. Accordingly, the court does not administer 
any punishment for its violation. 
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This file may not 


HALAKHA 


| have told you to bring offerings from the cattle and 
the flock, etc. — 3) a ATAN INY) 372: All offerings of 
live animals may be brought from only five species: Cattle, 
sheep, goats, doves, and pigeons (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 1:1). 


Perek III 
Daf 34 Amud b 


NOTES 


Does the fact that he presented some blood render the 
rest a remainder - Dw nwy: Although the Gemara 
mentions this question in connection with the clause of 
the mishna that addresses collecting the blood, Rashi 
explains that the question in fact concerns the presenting 
of the blood that was performed by an individual unfit for 
Temple service. The question is whether the presenting is 
significant and therefore renders the blood that remains 
in the neck of the animal a remainder, in which case a 
priest fit for service cannot subsequently collect it and 
present it on the altar. Josafot explain that with regard 
to a case where blood was merely collected by an unfit 
individual, the mishna already teaches that a priest fit for 
service should collect more blood and present it. 

As Tosafot point out, there is a difficulty with the expla- 
nation of Rashi. Reish Lakish himself holds (see 27a) that 
presentation of blood in an improper place is considered 
to have been presented in its proper place in terms of 
rendering the rest of the blood a remainder. It should 
therefore follow that the same halakha should apply if 
an individual unfit for service presented the blood (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet on 32a). 

Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Efrayim, explain that although 
he question of Reish Lakish concerns presenting the 
blood, it concerns not the blood remaining in the animal 
but rather the blood remaining in the vessel in which 
he blood was collected. Accordingly, his dilemma is that 
since it is taught (84a) that if an individual unfit for service 
collected and presented the blood and the portions of 
he sacrifice ascended the altar, they shall not descend, 
hen is the blood that remains in the vessel considered a 
remainder and therefore poured onto the base of the altar, 
or is it rejected and poured down the Temple courtyard 
drain? 

It appears that the Rambam understood the dilemma 
of Reish Lakish to be concerning the collecting of the 
blood, as follows: If an individual unfit for service collected 
the blood without improper intent, may a priest fit for 
service collect more blood, or does the individual unfit 
for service render the rest of the blood a remainder? (see 
Hok Natan and Hiddushei HaGriz). 


It effects acceptance with regard to rendering the 
offering piggul - thawed myy: As long as the blood 
was not yet presented, the flesh is not rendered piggul, 
even if the previous sacrificial rites of slaughter, col- 
lecting, and conveying the blood were performed with 
intent to consume the offering beyond its designated 
time. Consequently, the fact that the Torah considers the 
sacrifice disqualified only after the blood was presented 
indicates that the presenting in this case is considered a 
significant rite. 
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Therefore, the verse states again: “From the cattle” (Leviticus 1:3), 
and: “From the flock” (Leviticus 1:10), to reiterate that God says: 
I have told you to bring offerings from the cattle and the flock," 
but not an undomesticated animal. To what is this comparable? 
To a student whose teacher told him: Bring me only wheat, and 
the student brought him wheat and barley. It is not as though 
the student is adding to the statement of the teacher; rather, 
it is as though he is disobeying his statement, since his teacher 
instructed him to bring only wheat. Consequently, one who sacri- 
fices an undomesticated animal does not merely add to a mitzva 
of the Torah, but also violates a prohibition, 


and the offering is therefore disqualified. The Gemara concludes: 
The refutation of the opinion of Reish Lakish is indeed a con- 
clusive refutation. 


§ The mishna teaches: And with regard to all of them, in a case 
where they collected the blood with the intent to offer it beyond 
its designated time or outside its designated area, if there is blood 
of the soul that remains in the animal, the priest fit for Temple 
service should again collect the blood and sprinkle it on the altar. 
Reish Lakish asked Rabbi Yohanan: If an individual unfit for 
Temple service presented the blood, what is the halakha with 
regard to the blood that remains in the animal? Does the fact that 
he presented some blood render the rest of it a remainder" and 
no longer fit to be presented, or perhaps the presenting performed 
by an unfit individual is not considered valid, and therefore a priest 
fit for Temple service may present the blood again? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: A not valid presenting does not ren- 
der the rest of the blood a remainder unless it is a case where a 

priest fit for Temple service presented the blood with the intent to 

offer it beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, 
since it is only in that case that the presenting of the blood effects 

acceptance, i.e. it is considered a valid presenting, with regard to 

rendering the offering piggul," i.e., an offering that was sacrificed 

with the intent to consume it after its designated time. 


Rav Zevid teaches the matter in this way: Reish Lakish asked 
Rabbi Yohanan: Concerning a cup of disqualified blood, e.g., 
one which had been taken out of the Temple courtyard and was 
then nevertheless presented on the altar, what is the halakha with 
regard to it rendering the remaining blood a remainder and unfit 
to be presented? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: In the case of an 
unfit individual who himself presented the blood, what do you 
hold to be the halakha? If an unfit individual who presented the 
blood renders the remaining blood a remainder, then a cup of 
disqualified blood should also render the remaining blood a 
remainder. If an unfit individual does not render the remaining 
blood a remainder, then a cup of disqualified blood should also 
not render the remaining blood a remainder. 


HALAKHA 


Does the fact that he presented some blood render the rest a 
remainder - ow nwy: Individuals unfit for Temple service 
who presented blood of an offering do not render the rest of 
the blood a remainder, and a priest fit for service may collect 
the remaining blood of the soul and present it, in accordance 


render the blood a remainder, since he would be fit for Temple 
service in a case where an offering is sacrificed in a state of impu- 
rity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:28 and 
Ra’avad and Kesef Mishne there, and see 14:2 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 3:2). 


with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. A ritually impure priest does 
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Rav Yirmeya of Difti teaches the discussion this way: Abaye 
asked Rabba: If the blood was collected in more than one cup 
and the presenting of the blood on the corners of the altar was 
performed with one cup, what is the halakha? Does the cup 
render the blood of the other cup rejected, and it is therefore 
poured into the drain running through the Temple courtyard, 
or does it render it a remainder, which is poured on the base 
of the altar? 


Rabba said to him: This is a dispute between Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, and the Rabbis. As it is taught in a baraita 
with regard to the remainder of the blood of the external sin 
offering: In the verse above, discussing the sin offering of a Nasi, 
it states: “And he shall pour its blood out at the base of the altar 
of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25). In the verse below, dis- 
cussing the sin offering of an individual, it states: “And he shall 
pour all its blood out at the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:30). 


The discrepancy between the first verse and the second verse, 
which contains the additional term “all,” is explained as follows: 
From where is it derived with regard to a sin offering which the 
priest collected its blood in four cups" and placed one place- 
ment of blood onto the altar from this cup, and one placement 
of blood from that cup, and likewise for all four corners of the 
altar, that the remainder of blood from all the cups are poured 
out onto the base of the altar?” The verse states: “And he shall 
pour all its blood.’ 


One might have thought that if he placed four placements of 
blood of the sin offering from one cup, the blood in all the rest 
of the cups should be poured onto the base of the altar. There- 
fore, the verse states: “And he shall pour its blood,” and not all 
of its blood. How so? Only that blood in the cup from which 
blood was properly presented on the altar is poured onto the 
base of the altar, and the rest of the cups of blood are rejected and 
are poured into the Temple courtyard drain. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: 
From where is it derived with regard to a sin offering which 
the priest collected its blood in four cups and then placed 
four placements from one cup, that the blood from all the 
cups are poured out onto the base of the altar? The verse states: 

“And he shall pour all its blood.” The Gemara asks: But isn’t 
it written: “And he shall pour its blood,” which indicates that 
not all of the blood is poured? Rav Ashi said: That verse serves 
to exclude the remainder that is in the throat of the animal 
that was never collected in a vessel to be presented, which is not 
poured onto the base of the altar but into the Temple courtyard 
drain. 


§ The mishna discussed three similar cases: If the priest fit for 
Temple service collected the blood in a vessel and gave the vessel 
to an unfit person, that person should return it to the fit priest. 
If the priest collected the blood in a vessel in his right hand and 
moved it to his left hand, he should return it to his right hand. 
If the priest collected the blood in a sacred vessel and placed it 
in a non-sacred vessel, he should return the blood to a sacred 
vessel. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary to mention all of 
these cases, as had the mishna taught us only the case where he 
gave the blood to an unfit individual, I would say: What does 
the term: Unfit, mean? It means an impure priest, who is not 
completely unfit, as he is fit for communal service in the Temple 
when the priests or the entire community are impure, and that is 
why the blood is not disqualified; but if the priest moved the 
blood to his left hand, which under no circumstances may be 
used to perform the rite of collecting and carrying the blood, it 
is no longer valid. 


HALAKHA 

A sin offering which he collected its blood in four cups — 
nainip nyanga A197 apw nyn: If the blood ofa sin offer- 
ing was collected in four cups and one presentation was pre- 
sented from each cup, the remaining blood in all four cups is 
poured onto the base of the altar. If all of the presentations 
were presented from one cup, the remaining blood in that 
cup is poured onto the base of the altar, and the blood in 
the other cups is poured into the Temple courtyard drain, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:21). 


BACKGROUND 
Base of the altar — navan tip»: 


The High Priest pouring blood on the base of the altar 
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NOTES 

But let the blood be considered rejected — mb ny 
sim: Rashi explains that this refers to the cases men- 
tioned in the mishna, and the Gemara is questioning 
why the blood is not considered rejected and thereby 
disqualified, like any item that was once valid and sub- 
sequently rejected, as a rejected item cannot return to 
its former status of validity. Tosafot maintain that this 
principle cannot be applied to blood that was handed 
o an individual unfit for service or put in the left hand, 
since these actions are insignificant. They are comparable 
o when, as often occurred, a priest would place the 
vessel with the blood on a platform while waiting for 
he opportunity to present it. Josafot explain that the 
question is limited to the case where the blood was put 
in a non-sacred vessel. See Keren Ora, which maintains 
hat the discussion of the Gemara does not concern the 
cases where the blood was handed over improperly, 
but rather concerns the subsequent case in the mishna, 
where the blood spilled from the vessel onto the floor 
and was then gathered up. 


————— BACKGROUND | 

Scapegoat — nionwn: The Torah requires that lots be 
drawn on Yom Kippur for two goats, one to be sacrificed 
as a sin offering in the Temple and one to be sent to 
Azazel (see Leviticus, chapter 16). This goat was thrown 
rom a high desert cliff some 12-15 km from Jerusalem. 
Before sending the goat to its death, the High Priest 
would place his hands on the animal's head and con- 
ess the sins of the Jewish people, their intentional and 
inadvertent violations. During the confession, the High 
Priest would pronounce the ineffable name of God three 
imes, leading all present to fall down to the ground in 
reverence. Afterward, he would send the goat to the 
wilderness with a person specifically designated for this 
ask. The service associated with this goat, an essential 
part of the Yorn Kippur ritual, atoned for sins that were 
not atoned for by any other offering. 


Above: Lottery of the two goats conducted in the Temple on Yom Kippur 


Top Right: High Priest confessing over the goat on Yom Kippur 
Bottom Right: Scapegoat on its journey to the wilderness 
Far Right: Scapegoat thrown from the cliff 
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And had the mishna taught us only with regard to moving the blood 
to his left hand that he should return it to his right hand and present 
it, one would assume that the reason is that the left hand has validity 
on Yom Kippur, since the High Priest carries the spoon of incense 
with his left hand, but ifhe poured the blood into anon-sacred vessel 
then it is not valid. 


And had the mishna taught us only with regard to a non-sacred 
vessel that the blood is not disqualified, one could suggest that per- 
haps it is because the vessels are suitable to be consecrated, but 
with regard to these, i.e., an unfit individual and the left hand, which 
have no possibility of becoming fit for service, say that the blood 
does not remain valid. Therefore, it is necessary for all of the cases 
to be mentioned. 


§ The Gemara questions the actual halakha: But let the blood be 
considered rejected" when placed in the hand of the unfit individual, 
the left hand, or the non-sacred vessel. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: This 
is what Rav Yirmeya of Difti says in the name of Rava: In accordance 
with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Hanan the Egyptian, who does not subscribe to the halakha 
of rejection, but holds that a sacrifice that was rejected temporarily is 
not rejected entirely. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: Hanan the Egyptian says: In the 
event that the scapegoat of Yom Kippur was lost, even if the blood of 
its partner that is sacrificed to God has already been collected in the 
cup, the blood is not rejected, but rather he brings another scapegoat 
as its counterpart, and pairs it with the goat that has already been 
slaughtered, and the blood is sprinkled. 


Rav Ashi says that there is another explanation to the mishna: Any- 
thing that is in his power to rectify is not considered rejected, as in 
these cases where he can simply return the blood to its proper place. 


Rav Shaya said: It is reasonable to explain the mishna in accordance 

with the opinion of Rav Ashi, as whom have you heard who accepts 

the reasoning of rejection? It is Rabbi Yehuda, as we learned in a 

mishna (Yoma 62a): And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: If the 

blood of the goat sacrificed to God spilled from the cup before it was 

sprinkled, the scapegoat’ is left to die. Similarly, if the scapegoat died, 
the blood of the goat sacrificed to God should be spilled, and two 

other goats are used. Consequently, Rabbi Yehuda holds that the 

scapegoat, or in the opposite case, the blood of the goat to be sacrificed 

to God, is totally rejected. 
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And yet, we have heard that Rabbi Yehuda says: Anything that is 
in his power to rectify is not rejected. As it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehuda says: A priest would fill one cup with blood of 
the many Paschal offerings brought that day that was now mixed 
together on the floor and then sprinkle it with a single sprinkling 
against the base of the altar. Conclude from the baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that although the blood originally spilled from the 
cup, anything that is in his power to rectify is not rejected. The 
Gemara affirms: Conclude from it that it is so. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: It is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehuda says: A priest would fill one cup with the mixed 
blood, so that if one of the cups with the collected blood of one of 
the Paschal offerings were to spill, it would be found that this cup 
of the mixed blood that was sprinkled would render the sacrifice 
valid. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: But the mixed blood 
was not collected in a vessel. The Gemara asks: From where do 
the Rabbis know that the blood was not collected in a vessel? 
Perhaps it was collected and it spilled out. Rather, this is what 
they are saying: Perhaps it was not collected in a vessel. Rabbi 
Yehuda said to them: 


I too said that the blood should be sprinkled only when it was 
collected in a vessel. The Gemara asks: But he, Rabbi Yehuda, 
himself, from where did he know if the blood was indeed col- 
lected? The Gemara answers: He relies on the fact that priests are 
vigilant, and perform their service properly and collect all of the 
blood. But they work swiftly, and the blood therefore spills from 
the cup. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t blood of exudate," which is unfit to 
be sprinkled upon the altar, mixed with the blood of the soul on 
the floor? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his 
standard line of reasoning, as he says that blood of exudate is 
considered blood. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: Blood of exudate is subject to a 
prohibition, and one who consumes it receives lashes. This is not 
as severe as consuming blood of the soul, the blood that spurts out 
of an animal as it is being slaughtered, for which one is liable to 
receive karet. Rabbi Yehuda says: One who consumes blood of 
exudate is liable to receive karet, as this blood is treated as proper 


blood. 


The Gemara challenges this answer: But doesn’t Rabbi Elazar 
say that Rabbi Yehuda concedes with regard to atonement that 
presenting blood of exudate does not effect atonement, as it 
is stated: “For the soul of the flesh is in the blood; and I have 
given it to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls; 
for it is the blood that makes atonement by reason of the soul” 
(Leviticus 17:11). 


This verse indicates that blood with which the soul leaves the 
animal, i.e., that spurts immediately upon slaughter, is called blood; 
but blood with which the soul does not leave the animal, i.e., 
blood of exudate, is not called blood. Ifso, even according to Rabbi 
Yehuda, blood of exudate is unfit for presenting upon the altar, and 
collecting blood from the floor should therefore be ineffective. 


Rather, Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his line of reasoning, as he 
says: Blood does not nullify blood." Therefore, the blood in the 
cup that is fit for sprinkling on the altar is not nullified by the blood 
of exudate, and the entire mixture may be sprinkled on the altar. 


HALAKHA 
Blood of exudate — msa D1: One who consumes blood 
of exudate is not liable to receive karet, but he is flogged if 
he consumed an olive-bulk of blood, in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:4). 


— NOTES  —H———_ 
Blood does not nullify blood - otbvan oT py: The opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the halakhot of nullification 
is that a substance is not nullified by another substance of 
the same type. Therefore, blood is not nullified when it mixes 
with other blood, and even if one sprinkles the blood of the 
soul together with blood of exudate, the blood of the soul is 
not nullified and still effects atonement. 
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HALAKHA 

Blood, ink, etc. — 151 m) B47: Concerning ink, milk, 
honey, blood, the sap of figs, the sap of mulberries, the 
sap of carob, and the sap of the sycamore tree, while 
they are dry they interpose, but while they are moist 
they do not interpose. All other types of sap interpose 
even while moist. Likewise, blood that is stuck to the 
skin, even if it is moist, interposes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:2 and Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 198:15—16). 


If his garments were soiled, etc. - pwowivnd vna vy 
"131: If while performing the Temple service a priest wore 
garments that were soiled or torn, were longer than his 
measure, or were shorter than his measure, the service 
is not valid, in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:4). 


One who slaughters...with intent to eat an item 
whose typical manner is that one does not partake 
of it — diay tort pew rat biax)...emiwat: One who has 
intent during one Hae four sacrificial rites to partake of 
an item that is not typically eaten, or to burn an item that 
is not typically burned on the altar, whether it was intent 
to partake of it or to burn it outside of its designated 
area, or intent to partake of it or to burn it beyond its 
designated time, the offering is valid, in accordance with 
the unattributed opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:8). 


Partake of or to burn...less than an olive-bulk — 
nyan ning... »aptds...bisx): Eating less than an olive- 
bulk is not considered eating. Therefore, in a case where 
one has intent to eat less than an olive-bulk of part of 
an offering, even if it is a part that is typically eaten, or if 
one had intent to burn less than an olive-bulk of a part 
that is normally burned, whether it was intent to partake 
of it or to burn it beyond its designated time, or intent 
to partake of it or to burn it outside of its designated 
area, the offering is valid, in accordance with the rul- 
ing of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:10). 


To eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive- 
bulk - msna vpra ny ym dia: If one had intent 
to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area, or if he had intent to eat half 
an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk beyond its 
designated time, the offering is valid, because eating 
and burning do not join together, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna. But if he expressed the intent 
to burn it employing a term of consumption, then they 
do join together (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:10). 
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It is a source of praise for the sons of Aaron, etc. - x17 naw 
131 [VAX » nab: It would seem that the praise stems from two 
factors: First, that there are so many offerings, as all Jews brings 
Paschal offerings (see Sefat Emet); second, that the priests are 
undeterred by the blood and walk in it, demonstrating that 
since it is the blood of offerings they are not revolted by it. 
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NOTES 


The Gemara cites the continuation of the baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
said to the Rabbis: According to your statement that the mixed 
blood on the floor may not be used, why do they plug the drain of 
the Temple courtyard on Passover eve and not allow the blood to 
flow out through it? The Rabbis said to him: It is a source of praise 
for the sons of Aaron" that they should walk in blood up to their 
ankles, thereby demonstrating their love for the Temple service. 


The Gemara challenges: But the blood is an interposition between 
the feet of the priests and the floor of the Temple, and this should 
invalidate the service. The Gemara explains: The blood is moist and 
is therefore not an interposition, as we learned in a baraita: With 
regard to blood, ink," honey, and milk, when they are dry they 
interpose, but when they are moist they do not interpose. 


The Gemara asks further: But don’t their garments become soiled? 

And we learned in a baraita: If a priest’s garments were soiled" and 

he performed a Temple rite while wearing them, his rite is disquali- 
fied. And if you would say that they raised their garments so that 
they would stay clean, but isn’t it taught in a baraita: “And the priest 
shall put on his linen garment [middo vad]” (Leviticus 6:3). The term 

middo, literally, his measure, teaches that his garment must be accord- 
ing to his measure [kemiddato], i.e., that it should not be too short 

and that it should not be too long. If the priest raises his garment, it 
will no longer be exactly his size. The Gemara answers that the priests 

would walk in the blood only while carrying the sacrificial limbs to 

the ramp of the altar, which is not actually a rite, but only preparation 

for a rite. 


The Gemara asks: And is it not one of the rites? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita: “And the priest shall bring it all and burn it upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 1:13); this is referring to the carrying of the limbs 
to the ramp? Rather, the priests would walk in the blood only while 
carrying wood to the arrangement of wood on the altar, which 
is not a rite. The Gemara asks: But if the floor of the Temple was full 
of blood; how did they walk to perform the actual rites without 
soiling their garments? The Gemara answers: They would walk on 
platforms raised above the floor, so that the blood would not reach 
their garments. 


> MI S H N A In the case of one who slaughters an offering 


with the intent to eat, beyond its designated 
time or outside its designated area, an item whose typical manner is 
such that one does not partake of it," e.g., the portions of the offering 
consumed on the altar, or with the intent to burn, beyond its desig- 
nated time or outside its designated area, an item whose typical 
manner is such that one does not burn it on the altar, e.g., the meat 
of the offering, the offering is fit, and Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit." 


One who slaughters an offering with the intent to eat, beyond its 
designated time or outside its designated area, an item whose typical 
manner is such that one does partake of it, or with the intent to 
burn, beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, an 
item whose typical manner is such that one does burn it on the 
altar, but his intent was to partake or burn less than an olive-bulk," 
the offering is fit. If his intent was to eat half an olive-bulk and to 
burn half an olive-bulk" beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area, the offering is fit, because eating and burning do 
not join together. 


Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit - pia adr van: In tractate 
Menahot (17a) it is explained that the reason for the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer is that he derives from the doubled verb in 
the verse: “And if it will be eaten [heakhol ye‘akhel]” (Leviticus 
7:18), that improper intent can be effected from the parts of the 
offering that are eaten to parts of the offering that are burned, 
and the reverse. Rabbi Eliezer employs the term: Unfit, and 


not the term: Renders it piggul, because intent to eat or burn 
it beyond the designated area is included here as well, which 
does not render the offering piggul but simply disqualifies it. If 
he had intent to eat it or burn it beyond its designated time, 
then it would in fact be rendered piggul. There are opinions 
recorded in the Gemara in Menahot that Rabbi Eliezer deems it 
unfit only by rabbinic law. 
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In the case of one who slaughters an offering with the intent to 
eat, beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, 
an olive-bulk from the hide," or from the gravy, or from the 
spices that amass at the bottom of the pot together with small 
amounts of meat, or from a tendon in the neck," or from the 
bones, or from the tendons," or from the horns, or from the 
hooves," the offering is fit and one is not liable to receive karet 
for it, neither due to the prohibition of piggul," if the sacrificial 
rites were performed with the intent to partake of the offering 
beyond its designated time, nor due to the prohibition of leftover 
meat beyond the designated time, nor due to the prohibition 
against partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 


In the case of one who slaughters sacrificial female animals with 
the intent to eat the fetus" of those animals or their placenta 
outside the designated area, he has not rendered the offering 
piggul." Likewise, in the case of one who pinches? doves, i.e., 
slaughters them for sacrifice by cutting the napes of their necks 
with his fingernail, with the intent to eat their eggs that are still 
in their bodies outside the designated area, he has not rendered 
the offering piggul." This is because the fetus, the placenta, and 
the eggs are not considered part of the body of the animal or 
the bird. 


For the same reason, one who consumes the milk of sacrificial 
female animals or the eggs of doves™ is not liable to receive 
karet for it, neither due to the prohibition of piggul, nor due 
to the prohibition of notar, nor due to the prohibition against 
partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 


Tendon in the neck [alal] — dhe: Rashi explains in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in tractate Hullin (121a) that 
the word alal refers to a tendon in the neck that is very firm 
and inedible. The Rambam explains in accordance with the 
opinion of Reish Lakish in that Gemara that it is the flesh that 
remains attached to the hide after the hide is removed, and it 
is not considered to be edible (see Tosafot). 


The tendons — p37: This is a general term for all of the 
tendons, ligaments, blood vessels, and nerves in the body 


(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


The horns and the hooves — oben DPA: This refers even 
to the soft parts that are next to the flesh and from which blood 
emerges when cut (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


One who slaughters... 
their placenta.. 


to eat the fetus of those animals or 
-he has not rendered the offering piggul - 


NOTES 
regard to the fetus, he explains that according to this opinion 
a fetus does not become consecrated in its mother’s womb 
but only once it is born, and it is therefore not considered part 
of the offering. 


Outside, he has not rendered the offering piggul - x yna 
bye: This and the identical phrase in the previous sentence of 
he mishna are actually abbreviated statements. The intended 
meaning is that if the sacrifice was slaughtered with the intent 
o partake of it outside of its designated area then it is not 
disqualified, and if it was slaughtered with the intent to partake 
of it beyond its designated time, then it is not rendered piggul 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


The milk of sacrificial female animals or the eggs of doves — 
Puy peT abn: In a case where an offering was slaugh- 
ered with the intent to partake of the mother animal beyond 
its designated time, one is not liable to receive karet due to the 


bya Kh.. eby ix ow biah.: The Rambam explains 
that these are considered substances that are not eaten by 
people. The Ra'avad, in his commentary on Torat Kohanim, 
agrees with that explanation with regard to the placenta. With 


One who pinches — phian: Doves and young pigeons sac- 
rificed as offerings in the Temple were not killed like other 
offerings by ritual slaughter with a knife, but rather by having 
the napes of their necks pinched. Performance of this task 
was especially difficult. The priest would hold the bird in his 
left hand with its legs and wings between his fingers, and the 
nape of its neck stretched out and facing upward. With his 
right fingernail, which he grew especially long for this purpose, 


BACKGROUND 


prohibition of piggul if one drank its milk or ate its eggs. This 
is because they are not at all part of the offering, as opposed 
to the halakha in the case of the fetus or the placenta (Rashi; 
Keren Ora). 


the priest would cut the bird’s neck and spine from the back 
until he reached and severed its windpipe and gullet. If the 
bird was to be sacrificed as a burnt offering, the priest would 
completely sever its head. If it was to be sacrificed as a sin 
offering, he would leave the head attached to the body. Only 
a priest was permitted to perform pinching, whereas animals 
brought as offerings in the Temple could be slaughtered even 
by a non-priest. 


HALAKHA 

To eat...an olive-bulk from the hide, etc. - ya m3 Sion 
"931 Tiyit: One who has intent to eat or to burn an olive-bulk 
from the hide, the bones, the tendons, the gravy, or the flesh 
that remains attached to the hide after it is skinned, or from 
similar items that are not considered edible or fit for burning 
with regard to sacrifices, whether it was intent to partake of it 
or to burn it beyond its designated time, or intent to partake 
of it or to burn it outside of its designated area, the offering is 
valid, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7-8). 


And one is not liable to receive karet for it due to the pro- 
hibition of piggul etc. -^31 hwa own Poy pan pyy: One 

who eats from the hide, the gravy, or the other parts listed in 

the mishna of an offering that was rendered piggul or notar is 

not liable to receive karet. Likewise, a ritually impure individual 

who ate one of these items from a valid offering is not liable 

to receive karet, but he is flogged for rebelliousness (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:22). 


One who slaughters... .with the intent to eat the fetus, etc. - 
^D bow Siow. .omiwi: The fetus and the placenta are con- 
sidered items that are inedible and are therefore irrelevant 
with regard to improper intent concerning sacrifices. Accord- 
ingly, if one had intent to partake of them or to burn them 
beyond their designated time, the offering is not rendered 
piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:7). 


Eggs of doves — j»1in»x7a: The eggs of birds are irrelevant with 
regard to improper intent concerning offerings. Accordingly, 
if one had intent to partake of them beyond their designated 
time, the offering is not rendered piggul. Likewise, with regard 
to a bird offering that was rendered piggul or notar, one who 
partakes of the eggs of the bird is not liable to receive karet 
due to the prohibition of piggul and notar, and the same 
applies if he ate them while ritually impure. This is in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the mishna. He is flogged for rebel- 
liousness (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:7, 18:22). 
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G E M A RA! Rabbi Elazar says: If one renders an offer- 


ing piggul" by slaughtering it with the intent 
to partake of it beyond its designated time, its fetus is rendered 
piggul as well," and one who eats it is liable to receive karet. But if 
he intended to partake of the fetus beyond its designated time, 
the offering has not been rendered piggul. Likewise, ifhe rendered 
a bird offering piggul by having intent to partake of a tendon in 
the neck," which is edible, beyond its designated time, then the 
crop of the bird is rendered piggul as well, although it is not con- 
sidered an item that is usually eaten, since there are people who eat 
it. But if he intended to partake of the crop beyond its designated 
time, then a tendon in the neck is not rendered piggul. 


If he rendered the offering piggul, i.e., had improper intent by 
intending to burn the sacrificial portions that are consumed on 
the altar beyond their designated time, then the rest of the bulls 
are rendered piggul." Therefore, if one partakes of their meat, he is 
liable to receive karet due to the prohibition of piggul. But if he 
intended to partake of the rest of the bulls beyond their designated 
time, since piggul does not apply to them, as they are not destined 
to be consumed on the altar or to be eaten, the sacrificial portions 
that are consumed on the altar are not rendered piggul. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita sup- 
ports the opinion of Rabbi Elazar: And even those who hold that 
piggul applies to the bulls that are burned agree that if he intended 
to partake of the bulls" or to burn them beyond their designated 
time he did not do anything. This is because these bulls are not 
eaten or burned on the altar, and intentions can render an offering 
piggul only in the cases of offerings that are eaten or burned on the 
altar. The Gemara infers: What, is it not possible to infer that if 
he intended with regard to the sacrificial portions of the bulls 
that are consumed on the altar to burn them beyond their desig- 
nated time, the bulls are rendered piggul, which is in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Elazar? The Gemara rejects this: No, 


NOTES 


If one renders an offering piggul, etc. - ^23) Nata ya: Rashi 
explains that according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, the fetus is 
considered a part of the offering, but it is not considered an item 
that is typically eaten. Therefore, if he had intent to eat the fetus 
beyond its proper time, it is as though he had intent with regard 


toan inedible item. By contrast, if the sacrifice was rendered piggul, 


the fetus is considered piggul as part of the offering because there 
are people who eat it. 


If he rendered it piggul by intent to partake of a tendon in the 
neck [alal], etc. -— 15) Sowa bys: Although the alal was mentioned 
in the mishna as an item to which the halakhot of piggul do not 
apply, and Rashi explained there that it is firm and inedible, here 
Rashi explains that Rabbi Elazar is referring to a tendon of a bird 
that is soft and edible, and therefore the halakhot of piggul do 
apply to it just like flesh. There are those who explain that the term 
alal in the mishna is referring to the flesh that remains attached 
to the hide after the hide is removed. In this case, Rabbi Elazar is 
discussing a bird burnt offering, whose hide is not removed, and so 
the term must be referring to the part of the gullet that inevitably 


If one renders an offering piggul its fetus is rendered piggul as 
well - Sowa bam rata bps: With regard to an offering that was 
rendered piggul, ifone partakes of the fetus or the placenta of the 
offering, he is liable to receive karet due to the prohibition of piggul 
like one who partakes of the rest of the animal, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. The same applies with regard to the 


prohibitions of notar and ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:23 and Kesef Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


remains attached to the crop after the crop is removed. The gullet 
is analogized to the flesh, while the crop is analogized to the 
hide (Tosafot). The Shita Mekubbetzet explains that Rabbi Elazar 
is discussing a bird sin offering, which is eaten by the priests, and 
with regard to a bird burnt offering, the halakhot of piggul do not 
apply to the crop, since it is fit neither for eating nor for the altar. 


The rest of the bulls are rendered piggul - 03 apm: The 
Gemara here is referring to the bulls that are burned, Which are sin 
offerings whose blood is sprinkled on the inner altar. The sacrificial 
portions of these offerings are burned on the altar, but the remain- 
ing flesh is not burned on the altar; rather, it is burned outside 
the Temple. Therefore, the sacrificial portions burned on the altar 
are subject to piggul if one intends to partake of them after the 
designated time, since they are fit for the altar, and the prohibition 
against consuming piggul then takes effect on all of the flesh of the 
bull as well. But if one had intent to partake of the flesh beyond its 
designated time, it does not render the flesh piggul, since the flesh 
is not fit for human consumption and it is not fit for the altar, as it 
is burned outside the Temple (Rashi; see Tosafot). 


If he intended to partake of the bulls, etc. — nox awn ox 
3) 05: If one had intent to partake of the flesh of the bulls or 
goats that are burned, outside of their designated area or beyond 
their designated time, they are still valid. Likewise, if he had intent 
to burn them beyond their designated time they are valid. This 
is in accordance with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:8 and Kesef Mishne there, 
and see 13:8). 
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derive instead as follows: But if he intended, with regard to the 
sacrificial portions of the bulls, to burn them beyond their des- 
ignated time, the sacrificial portions themselves are rendered 
piggul, and one is liable to receive karet for eating them. The flesh 
of the bulls is never rendered piggul. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a mishna 
(Me'ila ga): In the case of the bulls that are burned"? and the 
goats that are burned, one who derives benefit from them is 
liable for misuse of consecrated property from the time that they 
were consecrated. Once they were slaughtered, they are suscep- 
tible to being rendered disqualified for sacrifice through contact 
with one who immersed that day, and through contact with one 
who has not yet brought an atonement offering, and through 
being left overnight without the requirements of the offering 
having been fulfilled. 


The Gemara derives: What, is it not referring to the flesh being 
left overnight," which would render it not valid? And conclude 
from the mishna that since the flesh is rendered disqualified by 
being left overnight," the flesh is also rendered disqualified by 
the intention to burn the sacrificial portions the next day, i.e., it 
is subject to piggul, which is in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Elazar. 


The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to leaving overnight the 
sacrificial portions of the offering, not the flesh. Likewise, only 
the sacrificial portions are rendered piggul by intent to eat them 
after their designated time. The Gemara asks: But from the fact 
that the latter clause teaches: One who derives benefit from all 
of them by the place of the ashes’ where they are burned is liable 
for misuse of consecrated property until the flesh is completely 
scorched, it may be inferred that the first clause of the mishna 
is also referring to the flesh being left overnight. The Gemara 
answers: Are the cases comparable? This case is as it is, and that 
case is as it is. The first clause is referring to the sacrificial por- 
tions that are consumed on the altar, and the latter clause is 
referring to the flesh. 


Rabba raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar from a 
baraita: And these are portions of the offering that do not render 
an offering piggul, and they do not become piggul: The wool that 
is on the head of the lambs, the hair that is in the beard of the 
goats, the hide, the gravy, the spices that amass at the bottom of 
the pot together with small amounts of meat, a tendon in the 
neck, the crop, the bones, the tendons, the horns, the hooves, 
the fetus, the placenta, the milk of sacrificial animals, and the 
eggs of doves. 


The baraita continues: All of these do not render other items 
piggulin the case of intent to consume them after their designated 
time, and they are not rendered piggul, and one is not liable to 
receive karet for them, neither due to the prohibition of piggul, 
nor the prohibition of notar, nor the prohibition against partaking 
of the meat while ritually impure. And one who offers up one 
of these outside the Temple is exempt, since they are not fit to 
be sacrificed on the altar. 


Rabba explains: What, does the baraita not mean that all of these 
items do not render the offering piggul if one intends to partake 
of them beyond the designated time, and they are also not ren- 
dered piggul due to the rest of the offering having been rendered 
piggul? This includes the fetus and placenta, and is therefore not 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Elazar that the rest of 
the offering does render them piggul. 


HALAKHA 

The bulls that are burned, etc. — ^3) wawan OS: With 
regard to the bulls and goats that are burned, one is liable for 
misuse of consecrated property if one derives benefit from 
them from the time that they are consecrated until they are 
entirely burned at the place of the ashes, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna in tractate Me‘ila (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:4). 


Flesh being left overnight - wa ny: With regard to the 
bulls and goats that are burned, there is an uncertainty 
(104b) as to whether being left overnight disqualifies their 
flesh as it does to the portions that are burned on the altar. 
Therefore, as a stringency they are deemed disqualified, and 
they are burned in the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Bulls that are burned — wayw D9: There are two kinds 
of sin offerings: External sin offerings and inner sin offerings. 
An external sin offering is brought by an individual who 
unwittingly violated a prohibition that carries a punishment 
of karet for one who violates it intentionally. The blood of 
his offering is sprinkled on the corners of the external altar, 
and its fats and sacrificial portions are burned on that altar. 
The remainder of the meat is eaten by male priests. Inner sin 
offerings are brought by the High Priest or the community 
or following a mistaken halakhic ruling. In the first instance, 
he High Priest determined a mistaken ruling for himself and 
acted on it; in the second case the Sanhedrin issued a faulty 
judgment that led to the community sinning unwittingly. 
n the latter situation each tribe brings an offering to atone 
for its people's error. These inner sin offerings are bulls, and 
heir blood is sprinkled toward the Curtain of the Holy of 
Holies and on the golden incense altar inside the Temple. 
Their organs are burned on the external altar, but their flesh, 
hides, and innards are burned outside the camp or outside 
he city of Jerusalem. The bull and goat sacrificed on Yom 
ippur are also considered inner sin offerings. 


Place of the ashes — jw Ma: This is a place outside Jeru- 
salem where the ashes from the altar were deposited. The 
Yom Kippur sin offerings and other public sin offerings that 
were not eaten were burned there as well. 


NOTES 


Since the flesh is rendered disqualified by being left over- 
night, etc. - nyha mopar 437: Since the disqualification 
of being left overnight applies to the flesh despite its not 
being burned upon the altar, intent to leave it overnight 
also should disqualify it. This intent would be essentially 
identical to intent to consume it beyond its designated 
ime. Although actual intent to eat the flesh beyond its 
designated time does not render the flesh piggul, as the 
flesh of the bulls and goats that are burned is not eaten by 
people or burned upon the altar, as explained previously 
35a), nevertheless, since the disqualification of being left 
overnight is applicable to these offerings, it is logical that 
he flesh should also become piggul if the sacrificial portions 
were rendered piggul, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar. 
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HALAKHA 

One who partakes of the fetus or placenta is 
liable — ma» xy bw: One who partakes of 
the fetus or the placenta i is liable to receive karet due 
to the prohibition of piggul, notar, or ritual impurity, 
like one who partakes of the rest of the offering. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, and 
Rava's inference from the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:23). 


NOTES 

Cornea — pT: While some translate this term as 
cornea or some other part of the eye, Rashi seems 
to interpret it as referring specifically to some ailment 
in the eye’s membranes that impairs vision, possibly 
cataracts. Others explain that it is a general term for 
various ailments of the eye. These ailments are listed 
more extensively in other places (see Bekhorot 28a). 


Only an animal with a blemish on the cornea of 
the eye — pyaw pprta Kby: Since with regard to 
bird offerings this is not considered a blemish, with 


regard to animal offerings as well it is not consid- 


ered a sufficiently significant blemish to require 
removal from the altar if it had already been brought 
upon it. 


196 


ZEVAHIM ` PEREK III ` 35B ` (19973 p39 


- phann hy mart ny phan Nh xd 
KDD ANPT NI PIT N PASY NANA 
in NT Pua Kbi phon x ibaa 


a mg 


biwa own voy pan px paso 
KAY ovat pas xx a mab inxs 
baw Nan - KAV) WNI 


TATATATA yas poy IKIT 
xh) phan x iby 21) xan - yna 
Paano 


DIN! KIAD 9102 PX AX OX KIJ 
ry ix bby oy DETAI Me 


- onyx perp abn Bala vn 
gp nha bas owen Voy DN py 
an - wiry oy N 


NA NAR- PDT YW Ws? NIS 
AD yw PYY NAA - 3 


VUN KI PY N por wo ONT AN 
pn yaa 


x5 Jo 31 19K KIX I2 NTT DT ON 
PEaw PPTI XOX NDpY 3] VOT 
DIpw am) .nisiya Dye rein 

AA OX wp 


123) MTN NIK TD NYT D1 WK 
TN DPT MOST Tap Nya KPY 
aT APT? 


The Gemara responds: No, it means, that they do not render the 
offering piggul, and they are not rendered piggul due to themselves 
if one had intent to partake of them beyond the designated time. But 
such intent with regard to the offering can render them piggul. The 
Gemara asks: If so, concerning that which is taught in the latter 
clause: All of these do not render other items piggul and they are 
not rendered piggul, why do I also need this? Doesn't it teach that 
they are not rendered piggul due to the rest of the offering? 


The Gemara answers: And according to your reasoning that the 
additional statement is necessary, then with regard to that which it 
says a third time: One is not liable to receive karet for them due to 
the prohibition of piggul, why do I also need this? Rather, the third 
statement does not teach an additional halakha, but since the tanna 
wants to teach that one is not liable to receive karet due to violating 
the prohibition of notar and the prohibition against partaking of the 
meat while ritually impure, he taught the halakha with regard to 
piggul as well. 


Here too, it can be explained similarly: Since the tanna wants to 
teach the halakha that one who offers up one of these items outside 
the Temple is exempt, he also taught: And all of these do not render 
other items piggul and they are not rendered piggul. It may be that 
the rest of the offering does in fact render them piggul, as Rabbi Elazar 
stated. 


Rava says: We learn in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Elazar in the mishna as well: One who slaughters sacrificial female 
animals with the intent to eat the fetus of those animals or their 
placenta outside their designated area has not rendered the offering 
piggul. And one who pinches doves, i.e., slaughters them for sacri- 
fice by cutting the napes of their necks with his fingernail, with the 
intent to eat their eggs that are still in their bodies outside their 
designated area, has not rendered the offering piggul. 


And then it is taught: One who consumes the milk of sacrificial 
female animals or the eggs of doves is not liable to receive karet 
for it due to the prohibition of piggul, nor due to the prohibition of 
notar, nor due to the prohibition against partaking of the meat while 
ritually impure. But it can be inferred that one who partakes of 
the fetus or placenta, which are not mentioned, is liable" to receive 
karet due to the prohibition of piggul. 


Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from the mishna that here, they 
are rendered piggul due to the offering, and there, due to them- 
selves, i.e., ifhe had improper intent concerning them, then they are 

not rendered piggul. The Gemara affirms: Conclude from the mishna 

that it is so. 


§ The baraita cited by Rabba is now discussed in a different context: 

We learned in a mishna there (84a) that if disqualified offerings are 

nevertheless brought upon the altar, they are removed, and blem- 
ished animals are also included in this halakha. Rabbi Akiva deems 

blemished animals fit, and if they were brought upon the altar they 
are not removed. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Akiva 
deemed fit only an animal with a blemish on the cornea’ of the 
eye" and similar blemishes that are not noticeable, since they are 
valid in the case of birds. And in addition, this is the halakha pro- 
vided that its consecration preceded its blemish, i.e., when the 
animal was consecrated it was still entirely fit. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: And Rabbi Akiva concedes with 
regard to a female burnt offering that was brought upon the altar 
that since a burnt offering may be only a male animal, it is compa- 
rable to a case where its blemish preceded its consecration, since 
the disqualifying factor was there from the outset. Therefore, if it 
was brought upon the altar it must be removed. 
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Rabbi Zeira raises an objection to this from the baraita cited by 
Rabba: One who offers up one of these outside the Temple is 
exempt, as they are not fit to be sacrificed on the altar. But it can be 
inferred that if he were to sacrifice from the flesh of the mother of 
one of these outside the Temple, he would be liable. And how can 
you find these circumstances? It is only in the case of a female burnt 
offering. This is because with regard to a peace offering, which may 
also be from a female animal, its flesh is not burned on the altar 
but is eaten. Therefore, there would be no liability for sacrificing it 
outside the Temple. 


Rabbi Zeira explains his objection: Granted, if you say that Rabbi 
Akiva holds with regard to a female burnt offering that ifit ascended 
onto the altar it does not descend, in accordance with whose opin- 
ion is this baraita? It is that of Rabbi Akiva. This is because one is 
liable for sacrificing any offering outside the Temple that may be 
sacrificed on the altar, including one that was brought upon the altar 
inappropriately but is not removed. But if you say that with regard 
to a female burnt offering if it ascended the altar it must descend, 
and it entirely lacks the status of an offering fit to be sacrificed on the 
altar, in accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 


The Gemara answers: Say that the inference should be as follows: 
One who offers up one of those items outside the Temple is exempt, 
but if he sacrificed from the sacrificial portions of the mother of 
one of these, he is liable. This halakha can apply to both a sin offering 
and a peace offering, for which a female may be brought and whose 
sacrificial portions are burned on the altar. 


The Gemara challenges: But the baraita teaches this halakha with 
the term: Of one of these, indicating that it is referring to one who 
sacrifices the flesh, and not the sacrificial portions alone. And the 
case of their mother is similar to that of them, and is therefore 
referring to sacrificing the flesh of the mother outside the Temple, 
and not the sacrificial portions. Rather, say as follows: One who 
offers up part of their sacrificial portions outside the Temple is 
exempt, but one who offered up some of the sacrificial portions of 
the mother of one of these is liable. 


MI SHNA If one slaughters the animal in order to 


leave its blood" or its sacrificial portions 
for the next day, or to remove them outside the designated area, 
but not in order to sacrifice them the next day, Rabbi Yehuda deems 
the offering unfit, and the Rabbis deem it fit. In the case of one 
who slaughters the animal in order to place the blood upon the 
ramp or on the wall of the altar that is not opposite the base of 
the altar, or in order to place the blood that is to be placed above 
the red line below the red line, or to place the blood that is to be 
placed below the red line above the red line, or the blood that is 
to be placed 


inside the Sanctuary outside the Sanctuary, or the blood that is to 
be placed outside the Sanctuary inside the Sanctuary; and likewise, 
if he slaughtered the animal with the intent that ritually impure 
people will partake of it," or that ritually impure people will sacri- 
fice it, or that uncircumcised people will partake of it, or that 
uncircumcised people will sacrifice it; and likewise, with regard to 
the Paschal offering, if he had intent during the slaughter to break 
the bones of the Paschal offering, or to eat from the meat of the 
Paschal offering partially roasted, or to mix the blood of an offering 
with the blood of unfit offerings, in all these cases, although he 
intended to perform one of these prohibited acts, some of which 
would render the offering unfit, the offering is fit. 


HALAKHA 


One slaughters it in order to leave its blood, etc. - 
pv int ms mat na by few: In a case where one 
as intent during the slaughter of the offering, the 
collection of the blood, the conveying of the blood, 
or the presenting of the blood, to leave over until the 
ollowing day the blood of the offering or the portions 
hat are burned on the altar, or to remove them from 
he Temple courtyard, or to place the blood on the 
ramp and not opposite the base of the altar, or to place 
he blood that is to be placed below the red line above 
he red line, or to place the blood that is to be placed 
above the red line below the red line, or to place the 
blood that is to be placed inside the Sanctuary outside 
he Sanctuary or vice versa, or to present the blood that 
is to be presented on the external altar on the inner 
altar or vice versa, in all of these cases the offering 
is valid. This is in accordance with the unattributed 
opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:8). 


HALAKHA 


That ritually impure people will partake of it, etc. - 
^D OND bww: If one had intent concerning an 
offering that it will be eaten by ritually impure individu- 
als or other individuals that are unfit to partake of it; or 
that it will be sacrificed by ritually impure individuals or 
other individuals that are unfit to sacrifice it; or intent to 
mix the blood of the offering with disqualified blood; 
or intent to break the bones of a Paschal offering or 
to eat it partially roasted; all of these intentions have 
no effect, and the offering is valid, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:8). 
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HALAKHA 

And the Paschal offering and the sin offering not for their 
sake — yaw) xbw mewn neam: All offerings that were 
slaughtered not for their sake are fit, but they do not fulfill the 
obligation of the owner. Exceptions to this are the Paschal 
offering and the sin offering, which are unfit if they were 
slaughtered not for their sake (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


A thanks offering is eaten for a day and a night - ntin 
too oih mba: Despite its status of an offering of lesser 
sanctity, a thanks offering may be eaten only on the day that 
it is slaughtered and that following night (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 10:7). 


The offspring and the substitutes - niam nity: In the 
case of one who consecrated a thanks offering and it was 
lost, and he consecrated another animal in its place, and 
the first animal was then found and sacrificed, the second 
animal is sacrificed as a thanks offering as well. Likewise, the 
offspring of a thanks offering, and the substitute of a thanks 
offering, and the offspring of a substitute of a thanks offering 
are all sacrificed as a thanks offering. In all of these cases, the 
loaves of a thanks offering are not brought (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:8 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 3:1, 4:1). 


With regard to a sin offering and a guilt offering from 
where is it derived — ^3) para DWN nyn: The ram of a 
nazirite, including both the portions that are eaten by the 
priests and the portions eaten by the owner, and the loaves 
that are brought with it, and a sin offering and a guilt offering, 
and communal peace offerings, and the leftovers of a meal 
offering may be eaten only on the day that the offerings 
are slaughtered and that following night (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:12 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 10:7). 


Peace offering of Passover — NDS "bw: The Festival peace 
offering of the fourteenth day of Nisan may be eaten for two 
days and one night, like all other peace offerings. This is in 
accordance with the ruling of the mishna in tractate Pesahim, 
and contrary to the baraita here (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1013). 


NOTES 


Animals exchanged, etc. - ^3) porn: An animal is ex- 
changed in a situation where one consecrated as a thanks 
offering an animal that was then lost, and then another 
animal was consecrated as the offering, and subsequently 
the first animal was found. In that case, the second animal 
is also sacrificed as a thanks offering, despite the fact that it 
was initially intended to be a replacement for the first. A sub- 
stitute animal is a non-sacred animal that one designated as 
the substitute of a thanks offering or another offering. In that 
case, the second animal is rendered a thanks offering while 
the first animal retains its consecrated status. The Sages 
derived from the verses cited that the halakhot of a thanks 
offering apply to these two cases as well as the offspring of 
a thanks offering, aside from the fact that the loaves of the 
thanks offering do not accompany them (see Temura 18b). 


Peace offering of Passover - nba "w: With regard to a 
standard peace offering, the verse explicitly states that it 
may be eaten for two days, i.e., the day it is sacrificed, the 
next day, and the intervening night. Rashi explains that the 
peace offering of Passover mentioned here is referring to 
the Festival peace offering of the fourteenth day of Nisan, 
which was sacrificed as a supplement to the Paschal offering 
in order to ensure that the Paschal offering would be con- 
sumed on a full stomach. See Tosafot (9a), who explain that 
it is referring to a leftover Paschal offering, i.e., an animal that 
was consecrated as a Paschal offering but was not actually 
sacrificed on the fourteenth of Nisan. 
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The reason is that intent does not render the offering unfit except 
in cases of intent to eat or to burn the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time and outside its designated area, and in addition, the 
Paschal offering and the sin offering are disqualified by intent to 


sacrifice them not for their sake.” 

G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who deems the offering 

unfit if there was intent to leave it over until the next day or to take 

it out of its designated area? Rabbi Elazar said: There are two 

verses that are written with regard to notar. One verse states: 


“You shall let nothing of it remain until the morning, and that 


» 


which remains of it until the morning you shall burn with fire 
(Exodus 12:10), and one verse states: “He shall not leave any of it 
until the morning” (Leviticus 7:15). If the additional verse is not 
necessary for the matter of the prohibition against leaving it over- 
night, which is already mentioned by the first verse, apply it to the 
matter of intent of leaving it overnight, which would therefore be 
prohibited as well. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
does this verse come to teach this idea? This verse is necessary 

for him to derive that which is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 

“And the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving 

shall be eaten on the day of his offering; he shall not leave any of 
it until the morning” (Leviticus 7:15). From the words: “And the 

flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving,” we 

learned with regard to a thanks offering that it is eaten for a day 

and a night." 


With regard to animals exchanged" for thanks offerings, and the 
offspring of thanks offerings, and the substitutes" of thanks offer- 
ings, from where is it derived that they too are eaten for only a day 
and a night? The verse states: “And the flesh [uvesar],’ and the 
additional “and” includes them. With regard to a sin offering and 
a guilt offering, from where is it derived" that they are eaten for 
only a day and a night? The verse states: “Sacrifice,” to include 
other types of offerings. 


The baraita continues: And from where is it derived to include the 

peace offering of a nazirite,’ i.e., the ram that a nazirite brings 

at the close of his term of naziriteship, and the peace offering 

of Passover?" The verse therefore states: “His peace offerings,” 
in the plural. With regard to the loaves of the thanks offering, 
and the loaves and wafers that are part of the offering brought 

by a nazirite, from where is it derived that they are eaten for only 
a day and a night? The verse states: “His offering.” With regard 

to all of them I will read the phrase “He shall not leave any of 
it until the morning” as being applicable. Evidently, this verse is 

necessary to teach numerous halakhot concerning the allotted 

time to partake of offerings. 


BACKGROUND 


Nazirite — 33: A nazirite is an individual who takes a vow of 
naziriteship, as detailed in the Torah (see Numbers 6:1-21). A 
nazirite must refrain from eating or drinking products of the 
vine, especially wine. He must avoid contracting impurity from 
a corpse, and he must refrain from cutting his hair. A nazirite 
who violates any of these prohibitions is flogged. One can vow 
to be a nazirite for any period of time that he wishes, but the 
minimum term is thirty days. One who does not specify how 
long he wishes to be a nazirite assumes his obligations for thirty 
days. If a nazirite contracts impurity from a corpse, whether 
intentionally or not, he must first purify himself and then bring 


two pigeons or doves to the Temple as offerings, with one 
serving as a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering. He 
also brings a lamb as a guilt offering. After this, he must start 
his term of naziriteship anew. When the nazirite completes the 
term, he must bring two lambs as offerings, one female as a sin 
offering and one male as a burnt offering, as well as a ram for 
a peace offering. He shaves his hair and burns it beneath the 
pot in which the ram sacrificed as a peace offering is cooked. 
After these offerings have been sacrificed, his term of nazirite- 
ship ends. 
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The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse state: And you shall let 
nothing of it remain until the morning, as stated in the other verse. 
What is indicated by the phrase “He shall not leave any of it”? Ifit is 
not necessary for the matter of the prohibition against leaving it 
overnight, apply it to the matter of intent to leave it overnight. 


The Gemara now questions the source cited by Rabbi Elazar: This 
works out well to explain the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard 
to one who had intent to leave the sacrificial portions overnight. But 
with regard to disqualifying the offering due to one who had intent 
to remove them from the Temple, what can be said to explain the 
source of Rabbi Yehuda, as it cannot be derived from these verses? 


And furthermore, the statement of Rabbi Elazar can be questioned, 
as the rationale of Rabbi Yehuda is based on logical reasoning and 
is not derived from a verse. This is as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda said to the Rabbis: Do you not concede that if he left it over 
until the next day that it is disqualified? So too, if he intended to 
leave it over" until the next day it is disqualified. Clearly, Rabbi 
Yehuda bases his opinion on logical reasoning, as he equates intent 
with action. The Gemara asks: Rather, is the rationale of Rabbi 
Yehuda based on logical reasoning and not derived from the verse? 
But if so, Rabbi Yehuda should also disagree with regard to all of 
the other cases in the mishna due to the same reasoning. 


The Gemara rejects this: With regard to which case should Rabbi 
Yehuda disagree? Should he disagree with regard to one who 
slaughters the offering with intent to break the bones of the Paschal 
offering, or with intent to partake of the Paschal offering while it is 
partially roasted? Even had he actually realized such intent, would 
the offering itself thereby be disqualified? It presumably would not, 
as the presenting of the blood effects acceptance. 


Likewise, if a rite was performed on the condition that ritually 
impure individuals will partake of it, or that ritually impure indi- 
viduals will sacrifice it, i.e., burn the sacrificial portions on the altar, 
would the offering itself be disqualified if such actions occurred? 
Likewise, ifit was done with the intent that uncircumcised individu- 
als will partake of it, or that uncircumcised individuals will sacri- 
fice it, would the offering itself be disqualified if this occurred? The 
Gemara presents another version of this question: Is it in his power 
to execute these actions that are contingent upon the will of others? 


With regard to a case where one had intent to mix their blood with 
the blood of unfit offerings, where Rabbi Yehuda also does not 
disagree with the ruling of the mishna that the offering is valid, he 
conforms to his line of reasoning, as he says: Blood does not nullify 
blood. Therefore, even if one would actually mix the two types of 
blood, it would not be disqualified. Likewise, in cases where one had 
intent to place the blood that is to be placed above the red line below 
the red line, or those that are to be placed below the red line above 
the red line, Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his line of reasoning, as he 
says: Blood that was not placed in its proper place on the altar is also 
considered to be placed in its proper place, and it effects acceptance 
of the offering. 


The Gemara suggests: And let him disagree with regard to a case of 
blood that is to be placed inside the Sanctuary that was placed 
outside, and blood that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary 
that was placed inside, as the verse explicitly states that an external 
sin offering whose blood was sprinkled inside is disqualified (see 
Leviticus 6:23). 


So too if he intended to leave it over - ima awn ax: Rabbi 
Yehuda infers the halakha from the halakhot of improper intent, 
where actually presenting the blood of an offering beyond its 
designated time or outside its designated area renders the offering 


NOTES 
not valid, and likewise intent to do so renders the offering not valid 
even if the intent was never actualized. If so, intent to leave over the 
offering should render the offering not valid, just as actually leaving 
over the offering would. 
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NOTES 
That the intended place have threefold [meshulash] 
functionality — wwa xme nipa: The explanation of 
meshulash here is in accordance with the opinion of Rashi. 
See 29a for other explanations of this term. 


A sin offering whose blood went inside, etc. - D33W NKUN 
n) Day mAT: Since the verse states: “You shall not sacrifice 
tizbah] to the Lord. . .any evil thing” (Deuteronomy 17:1), and 


it cannot be referring to one who actually brought the blood 
inside, but rather to one who slaughters the offering with 
he intent to do so (Rashi). Tosafot explain that Rabbi Yehuda 
homiletically interprets the term “evil thing [davar ra]” as 
hough it were written: Evil word [dibbur ra], which would 
be referring to improper intent. 
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The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yehuda holds that in order to dis- 
qualify an offering with the intent to perform a rite outside its 
designated area, we require that the intended place have three- 
fold functionality," i.e., for the presenting of the blood, for the 
eating of the meat, and for the burning of the sacrificial portions 
on the altar, which is true only of the area outside the Temple 
courtyard, which was valid for these three activities during an era 
in which it was permitted to sacrifice offerings on private altars. 
Therefore, intent to present the blood in the Sanctuary, which lacks 
these three elements, does not disqualify the offering, as the meat 
and sacrificial portions are never eaten or burned there. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda accept this reasoning 
that it must be a place of threefold functionality? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that the verse states: “You shall 
not sacrifice to the Lord your God an ox, or a sheep, that has 
a blemish, even any evil thing” (Deuteronomy 17:1). The verse 
included here a sin offering that one slaughtered in the south 
and not on the northern side of the Temple courtyard as required, 
and likewise a sin offering whose blood entered inside," i.e., it 
was slaughtered with the intent that its blood would be brought 
inside the Sanctuary, that they are disqualified. This indicates that 
an offering slaughtered with improper intent with regard to a place 
that lacks threefold functionality nevertheless renders the offering 
not valid. 


The Gemara responds: And does Rabbi Yehuda not accept the 
requirement of a place of three functions? But didn’t we learn 
in a mishna (82a) that Rabbi Yehuda said: If he brought the 
blood into the Sanctuary unwittingly, the blood remains fit for 
presenting, from which it may be inferred: But if he brought it in 
intentionally, it is unfit. And we maintain that Rabbi Yehuda 
deems it unfit only where one actually effected atonement, i.e., 
he presented the blood on the inner altar. 


Now, it stands to reason that if there, where one actually brought 
the blood inside, only ifhe effected atonement, yes, it is unfit, but 
if he did not effect atonement it is not unfit, then here, where 
he merely thought to bring it inside, all the more so is it not 
clear that it should be valid? The Gemara answers: There are two 
tanna’im, and they disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda concerning a place with threefold functionality. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold that with regard 
to asin offering that one slaughtered in the south, 


the slaughterer would be liable to receive lashes? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: One might 
have thought that with regard to a sin offering that one slaugh- 
tered in the south, he would be liable for it. Therefore, the verse 
states: “You shall not sacrifice to the Lord your God an ox, ora 
sheep, that has a blemish, even any evil thing” (Deuteronomy 
17:1), to teach that for slaughtering an evil thing, such as a blem- 
ished offering, you deem him liable to receive lashes, but you do 
not deem him liable for a sin offering that he slaughtered in the 
south. The Gemara answers: Here too, there are two tanna’im, 
and they disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 
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§ Rabbi Abba says: Although Rabbi Yehuda says that an offering is 
rendered not valid if it was slaughtered with the intent that its blood 
would be left over until the next day, Rabbi Yehuda concedes that if 
the priest subsequently collected, conveyed, or presented the blood 
with the intent to sacrifice or partake of the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time, he then establishes the offering as piggul. The intent to 
leave it overnight does not prevent it from being rendered piggul, in 
contrast to intent to sacrifice or partake of it outside its designated area, 
or performing a sacrificial rite of the Paschal offering or a sin offering 
not for its own sake, which do prevent the offering from subsequently 
being rendered piggul (see 29b). 


Rava says: Know that this is so, as intent to sprinkle the blood the next 
day, which renders an offering piggul and which inherently includes 
the intent to leave the blood over until the next day so that he can then 
sprinkle it, is nothing before the sprinkling of the blood. And his 
intent during the slaughter to sprinkle the blood the next day does not 
render the offering piggul until the blood is sprinkled, and then the 
sprinkling of the blood comes and establishes the offering as piggul. 
Clearly, the intent to leave the blood over until the next day does not 
prevent the offering from subsequently being rendered piggul. 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s proof: But it is not so that this is a valid 
proof, as there, with regard to standard piggul intent, it is one intent 
that is established with the sprinkling of the blood. By contrast, here, 
where he initially had intent to leave the blood until the next day and 
subsequently had intent to sprinkle it beyond its designated time, there 
are two separate intents. Therefore, since an improper intent already 
exists, the offering cannot thereafter be rendered piggul. 


Rav Huna raised an objection to Rabbi Abba from a baraita: If one 
slaughtered an offering with the intent to place the blood that is to be 
placed above the red line below the red line, or to place the blood that 
is to be placed below the red line above the red line, and he had intent 
to do so immediately, i.e., on the same day, then it is valid, as such 
intent does not disqualify the offering. If he then had intent to sacri- 
fice the offering outside its designated area, it is disqualified, but 
there is no liability to receive karet for it. If he had intent to sacrifice 
it beyond its designated time, then it is rendered piggul, and one is 
liable to receive karet for it. 


The baraita continues: If one had intent to place the blood thatis to be 
placed above the red line below the red line or vice versa the next day, 
then it is disqualified, due to his intent to leave it overnight, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. In this case, if he then had 
intent to sacrifice the same offering either beyond its designated 
time or outside its designated area, it is disqualified, and there is no 
liability to receive karet for it. Evidently, intent to leave it overnight 
prevents the offering from subsequently being rendered piggul. The 
Gemara concludes: The refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Abba is 
indeed a conclusive refutation. 


§ Rav Hisda says that Ravina bar Sila says: If one slaughtered an 
offering with intent that impure individuals would eat the meat of 
the offering the next day," one is liable to receive karet due the prohibi- 
tion of piggul. Although impure individuals are not fit to partake of the 
meat, this is nevertheless considered intent to partake of it beyond 
its designated time. Rava says: Know that this is so, as meat prior to 
the sprinkling of the blood is not fit to be eaten, and when one has 
improper intent with regard to it, it is disqualified. Clearly, intent to 
partake of a forbidden item beyond its designated time renders the 
offering piggul. 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s proof: But it is not so, as there, with regard 
to standard piggul intent, he sprinkles the blood, and the meat is 
rendered fit to be eaten the next day. By contrast, here, it is not ren- 
dered fit to be eaten by impure individuals at all. Therefore, such 
intent is not considered significant intent to consume the meat after 
its designated time. 
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HALAKHA 


That impure individuals would eat it the next day - 
3) anny DAV mb: If one had intent concerning 
an offering that it would be eaten by impure individuals 
or unfit individuals the next day, or that impure individu- 
als or unfit individuals would sacrifice the portions that 
are fit to be sacrificed the next day, the offering is ren- 
dered piggul. This is in accordance with the statement 
of Rav Hisda, as while the proof that was brought to 
support his statement was rejected, his actual opinion 
was not rejected. In addition, there is another proof sup- 
porting his statement from the halakha of one who had 
intent that the offering would be eaten by dogs the next 
day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:9 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


Meat of a Paschal offering that was not roasted, etc. - 
^D) mogn Kow np wa: If one who was ritually impure 
ate the meat of a Paschal offering that was not roasted, 
or the loaves of a thanks offering from which the priests’ 
portion was not separated, he is liable to receive karet, 
despite the fact that they are unfit to be eaten in any 
case. This is in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Hisda, because while the proof that was brought to 
support his statement was rejected, his actual opinion 
was not rejected (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:19 and Kesef Mishne there). 


To include the sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser 
sanctity with regard to impurity - DwIp WINK nab 
mend mp: A ritually impure individual who partakes 
of the portions of the offering that are consumed on 
the altar is liable to receive karet, in accordance with the 
ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:18). 
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Rav Hisda says that Rav Dimi bar Hinnana was wont to say the 
following halakha: With regard to the meat of a Paschal offering 
that was not roasted," and the loaves of a thanks offering from 
which the priests’ portion was not separated, although it is prohib- 
ited for them to be eaten, nevertheless one is liable to receive karet 
due to violating the prohibition against eating them in a state of 
impurity. 


Rava said: Know that this is so, as itis taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “But the soul that eats of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace 
offerings that pertain to the Lord, having his impurity upon him, 
that soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:20). The 
added words “that pertain to the Lord” serve to include the sac- 
rificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity with regard to 
impurity," teaching that one who partakes of them while impure is 
liable to receive karet. 


Apparently, even though they are not fit for consumption, one is 
liable to receive karet due to violating the prohibition against eating 
them in ritual impurity. Here too, with regard to the meat of a 
Paschal offering that was not roasted, and the loaves of a thanks 
offering from which the priests’ portion was not separated, even 
though they are not fit to be eaten, one is liable to receive karet 
due to violating the prohibition against eating them in impurity. 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s proof: But it is not so, as there, the 

sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity that are burned 

on the altar are at least fit for the Most High, i.e., for the consump- 
tion of the altar, and therefore one is liable to receive karet for eating 
them while ritually impure. This is to the exclusion of the meat of 
a Paschal offering that was not roasted and the loaves ofa thanks 

offering from which the priests’ portion was not separated, which 

are not fit at all, not for the Most High, and not for an ordinary 
person. 


The Gemara presents another version of the proof and its rejection: 
But the sacrificial portions are not fit, and yet one is liable if he 
consumes them while impure. The Gemara responds: But it is not 
so, since these sacrificial portions are fit for their matters, and 
these, i.e., the meat of a Paschal offering that was not roasted and 
the loaves of a thanks offering from which the priests’ portion was 
not separated, are not fit at all. 
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With regard to the slaughter of an offering, it was concluded that individuals unfit to 
perform other sacrificial rites may nevertheless perform the slaughter even ab initio. 
A ritually impure individual may not perform the slaughter ab initio, lest he touch 
the flesh and render it impure. 


If the collection, conveying, or presenting of the blood was performed inappropri- 
ately, e.g., in a case where it was done by one unfit to perform the sacrificial rite, if 
additional blood remains with which to perform the service, an individual who is 
fit to perform the Temple service performs the rite correctly, and the offering is 
valid and effects acceptance. The same halakha applies if the rite was performed in 
an improper manner, e.g., if the left hand was employed or the blood was presented 
in the wrong place, or if an individual unfit for Temple service had improper intent 
that would render the offering not valid or piggul. Likewise, if blood was collected 
in a vessel but subsequently spilled out onto the floor, if it is then gathered into the 
vessel, it is valid. 


With regard to improper intent during the performance of the sacrificial rites, the 
Sages formulated the principle that any intent that does not disqualify an offering 
does not affect the offering at all. The cases of intent that render the offering not valid 
are improper intent with regard to the offering’s type or owner, which negatively 
affects all offerings and renders a Paschal offering and sin offering not valid, and 
improper intent with regard to the designated time and place that the offering will 
be consumed. Therefore, intent to present the blood on the altar in the wrong place, 
to leave the meat and sacrificial portions of the animal overnight, or to perform a 
prohibited act with the offering, e.g., feeding the offering to an impure individual, 
does not affect the offering, and it remains valid. This is because the halakhot of 
improper intent are Torah edicts and are therefore limited to the scenarios explicated 
by the Torah; they are not extended to similar cases. 
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And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord, and Aaron's 
sons, the priests, shall present the blood, and sprinkle the blood 
roundabout against the altar that is at the door of the Tent of 
Meeting. 

(Leviticus 1:5) 


And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his 
finger, and put it upon the corners of the altar of burnt offering, 
and the remaining blood thereof he shall pour out at the base 
of the altar of burnt offering. 

(Leviticus 4:25) 


And you shall sacrifice your burnt offerings, the flesh and the 
blood, upon the altar of the Lord your God; and the blood of 
your offerings shall be poured against the altar of the Lord your 
God, and you shall eat the flesh. 

(Deuteronomy 12:27) 


This chapter concludes the discussion concerning piggul as well as disqualifying 
intentions in general. It starts by analyzing an improper intention that can lead to 
piggul in the presenting of the blood. Apropos to this case, the Gemara discusses at 
length the details of the presenting of the blood of various offerings. The chapter does 
not focus on the manner in which an offering is disqualified by intention, but on the 
prohibition of piggul itself: On which parts of an offering does piggul take effect, and 
on which parts does it not apply? 


With regard to each offering one must distinguish between the factor that renders the 
offering permitted, i.e., through which it is accepted, and those parts of the offering 
that are rendered fit to be sacrificed or eaten by means of the permitting factor. An 
improper intention in the performance of a permitting factor, e.g., the presenting of 
the blood, renders the rest of the offering piggul. The basic halakha of piggulis derived 
from peace offerings, and therefore, as in the case of peace offerings, only those parts 
of the offering that are rendered permitted by a permitting factor are prohibited by 
piggul status. 


This chapter clarifies which items do not have a permitting factor, either because they 
themselves render the rest of the offering permitted, or because the entire offering is 
sacrificed and consequently cannot be divided into permitting and permitted factors. 


Furthermore, the Sages disagree about the status of additional parts of offerings, e.g., 
libations; whether they are considered part of the offering and therefore they have a 
permitting factor, or whether they have the status of a separate offering. 


Incidental to the analysis of items on which the prohibition of piggul applies, the 
chapter also addresses other prohibitions that involve the consumption of offerings 
for which one can become liable to receive karet, specifically the prohibition against 
eating sacrificial meat in a state of ritual impurity and the prohibition against eating 
notar, i.e., sacrificial food that has been left over beyond its designated time. The 
Gemara discusses which parts of an offering are included in these prohibitions. The 
chapter concludes with a list of matters for the sake of which an offering must be 
slaughtered. 


The clarification of these halakhot and their sources in the verses are the main issues 
of this chapter. 
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MI SHN A Beit Shammai say: With regard to all the 


offerings whose blood is to be placed" 
on the external altar," even those that require that the blood be 
sprinkled on two opposite corners of the altar so that it will run 
down each of its four sides, in a case where the priest placed the 
blood on the altar with only one placement, he facilitated atone- 
ment. And in the case of a sin offering, which requires four place- 
ments, one on each of the four corners of the altar, at least two 
placements are necessary to facilitate atonement. And Beit Hillel 
say: Even with regard to a sin offering, in a case where the priest 
placed the blood with one placement, he facilitated atonement 
after the fact. 


Therefore, since the priest facilitates atonement with one place- 
ment in all cases other than a sin offering according to Beit Shammai, 
and even in the case of a sin offering according to Beit Hillel, if he 
placed the first placement in its proper manner," and the second 
with the intent to eat the offering beyond its designated time, he 
facilitated atonement. Since the second placement is not indis- 
pensable with regard to achieving atonement, improper intent 
while performing that rite does not invalidate the offering. 


And based on the same reasoning, if he placed the first placement 
with the intent to eat the offering beyond its designated time" and 
he placed the second placement with the intent to eat the offering 
outside its designated area, the second of which does not render 
an offering piggul, the offering is piggul, an offering disqualified by 
improper intention, and one is liable to receive excision from the 
World-to-Come [karet] for its consumption. This is because the 
intent that accompanied the second placement does not supersede 
the piggul status of the offering. 


All this applies to those offerings whose blood is to be placed on the 

external altar. But with regard to all the offerings whose blood is to 

be placed on the inner altar, if the priest omitted even one of 
the placements, it is as though he did not facilitate atonement. 
Therefore, if he placed all the placements in their proper manner, 
and one placement in an improper manner, i.e., with the intent to 

eat the offering beyond its designated time, the offering is disquali- 
fied, as it is lacking one placement; but there is no liability for karet 
for one who partakes of the offering, as the improper intention 

related to only part of the blood that renders the offering permitted 

for consumption, and an offering becomes piggul only when the 

improper intention relates to the entire portion of the offering that 
renders it permitted for consumption. 


HALAKHA 


All whose blood is placed on the external altar, etc. - pamana 
ADI nara by: With regard to all offerings whose blood 
is placed on the external altar, if the priest performed only one 
act of placement he facilitated atonement. Even in the case of 
a sin offering, which requires four placements ab initio, only 
one is indispensable to the rite, while the others are considered 
an additional mitzva. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
2:1). 


If he placed the first placement in its proper manner — jn] O% 
mP AWK NN: With regard to all blood that is placed on 
the external altar, the determinative placement is the first one. 
If one placed the first placement with proper intent, even if the 
other placements were performed with intent to eat the offering 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, the 
offering is valid and its owner has achieved atonement. If the 


first placement was performed with intent to eat the offering 

beyond its designated time, and the other placements were per- 
formed with the intent to eat the offering outside its designated 

area, the offering is piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:1). 


Whose blood is placed on the inner altar - mata by pana 
§9°2911: With regard to all blood that is placed on the inner altar, 
if one placement was omitted the priest has not facilitated atone- 
ment, as all the placements are indispensable. The reason is that 
the verse specifies the precise number of placements: “Seven 
times” (Leviticus 4:6). Since all these are indispensable, if any of 
them are performed with improper intent, the offering is invalid. 
evertheless, the offering is piggul only if the priest placed all of 
them with the intent to eat the offering beyond its designated 
time, as all the placements are considered part of the same act 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:3, 17:1-2). 


_ NOTES 

All whose blood is to be placed — paman bs: AS ex- 
plained in Chapter Five, with regard to certain offerings 
a single pouring of the blood is required, from a ves- 
sel, onto one of the sides of the altar that has a base, 
i.e., not on the southeastern corner. These offerings are: 
The male firstborn of a kosher animal, an animal tithe 
offering, and the Paschal offering. Some other offerings 
require two sprinklings of blood, which are four. In other 
words, the blood must be sprinkled from a vessel onto 
two diagonally opposite corners of the altar so that the 
blood reaches all four of its sides. These offerings include 
the burnt offering, guilt offering, thanks offering, and 
peace offering. With regard to sin offerings that are to be 
placed on the external altar, their blood must be placed 
on all four corners of the altar, and not from a vessel but 
by the hand of the priest, ab initio. 


Blood of the Paschal offering being passed to the altar and poured on 
the base 


If he placed the first placement with the intent to eat 
the offering beyond its time — Yn MIWA NY [D2 0% 
mani: As stated on 29a, if a priest sacrificed an offering 
with the intent to partake of it or burn it beyond its des- 
ignated time, the offering is piggul and one who partakes 
of it is liable to receive karet, provided that the offering’s 
permitting factor, the blood, was sacrificed in accordance 
with its mitzva, without any other disqualifying intentions. 
In this case, since only the first placement is indispens- 
able, it is considered the permitting factor, and therefore 
the later intent to eat the offering outside its designated 
area does not negate its status as piggul, as the sacrifice 
is considered complete before the priest had that intent. 


Whose blood is to be placed on the inner altar — pama 
"2957 navy: These are the bull and goat of Yom Kippur 
(see Leviticus, chapter 16), the bull for an unwitting sin 
of the anointed priest, the bull for an unwitting com- 
munal sin (see Leviticus, chapter 4), and the goat for an 
unwitting communal sin of idol worship (see Numbers, 
chapter 15). 


High Priest sprinkling blood on the inner altar on Yom Kippur 
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NOTES 
And the blood of your offerings shall be poured - Pya om 
JPW»: The verse does not state that the blood shall be poured 
around the altar as is written elsewhere, e.g., Leviticus 1:5. This 
indicates that one pouring is sufficient (Rashi). 


Perek IV 
Daf 37 Amuda 


NOTES = — 
Placement of blood on the base of the altar - sin Dit yr: 
This derivation is necessary because the halakha that the 
remainder of the blood must be poured onto the base of the 
altar is explicitly stated only with regard to a sin offering (see 
Leviticus 4:25), but not with regard to the other offerings. 


This teaches that all the leftover blood - waT bs by av: 
ost commentaries, including Rashi, explain that it is derived 
from this verse that all offerings require the pouring of the 
remainder of the blood onto the base of the altar. The Ra‘avad, 
citing Rabbeinu Efrayim, proposes an entirely different explana- 
ion of this passage, according to which no offerings, apart from 
he various types of sin offerings, require the pouring of the 
blood onto the base of the altar. He explains that the halakha 
mentioned here teaches that the blood must be sprinkled in 
an area of the altar that has a base, i.e., not on the southeastern 
corner (see 50a—b). 


By sprinkling...by pouring - 73°5wa...77/Na: Sprinkling is 
performed by the priest at a distance from the altar; the blood 
is cast from a vessel onto the wall of the altar. In the case of 
pouring, the priest stands alongside the altar and pours the 
blood from the vessel onto the base of the altar (Rashi). 


Sprinkling is not included in pouring — apow boa TPY Kb: 
Rashi explains this passage in the following manner: Rabbi 
Yishmael maintains that the blessing over the Paschal offering 
exempts one from reciting the blessing over the Festival offer- 
ing, because if one poured the blood of a Festival offering in 
he manner that one does for a Paschal offering, he has fulfilled 
his obligation. By contrast, if the priest sprinkled the blood of 
a Paschal offering, in the manner that one does for a Festival 
peace offering, the offering is disqualified, and therefore the 
blessing over the Festival offering does not exempt one from 
reciting the blessing over the Paschal offering. In Pesahim (121a), 
Rashi explains that the issue here is not the sprinkling of the 
blood itself, but the treatment of the remainder of the blood: 
n the case of other offerings the remainder may be poured 
anywhere on the altar, whereas the blood of the Paschal offer- 
ing must be poured onto the base of the altar. 

Other commentaries claim that the very link between the 
blessing over an offering and the treatment of its blood is prob- 
ematic (see Tosafot on Pesahim 121a). In fact, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud the dispute between Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva 
is understood in an entirely different manner; the disagreement 
here is about the relationship between the consumption of 
hese two offerings. Rabbi Yishmael holds that the primary 
mitzva is the eating of the Paschal offering, while the Festival 
peace offering is secondary, and there is a halakha that one 
recites a blessing over the primary food, and this exempts him 
rom reciting a blessing over the secondary food (see Berakhot 
44a). Conversely, Rabbi Akiva maintains that these are two 
separate mitzvot, and therefore the recitation of a blessing over 
one of them does not exempt one from reciting a blessing over 
he other. Re'em Horowitz explains that the disagreement con- 
cerns the blessing recited over the mitzva of placing the blood, 
and not blessing over the mitzva of partaking of the offerings. 
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GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: From 


where is it derived with regard to those 
offerings whose blood is placed on the external altar, that if 
the priest placed the blood with one placement, he facilitated 
atonement? The verse states: “And the blood of your offerings 
shall be poured" upon the altar of the Lord your God” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:27), indicating that a single pouring of blood suffices. 
The Gemara asks: But does this verse come to teach this 
halakha? That verse is necessary for that which is taught in 
another baraita discussing a different matter: 


From where is it derived that all the blood that is left over from 
an offering after the requisite placement requires placement of 
blood on the base of the altar?" The verse states: “And the blood 
of your offerings shall be poured upon the altar of the Lord your 
God” (Deuteronomy 12:27). The Gemara answers: The tanna of 
the first baraita derives this from the verse cited by Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says with regard to a verse discussing a bird sin offering: “And 
the rest of the blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the 
altar; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9). As there is no need for 
the verse to state “of the blood,” because the entire verse is talk- 
ing about the blood, what is the meaning when the verse states 
“of the blood”? 


The baraita continues: Since we have learned only about those 
offerings whose blood is placed on the altar with four place- 
ments, i.e., outer sin offerings, that they require placement of 
the leftover blood on the base of the altar, from where is it 
derived that the same applies to the leftover blood of all the 
other offerings? The verse states: “And the rest of the blood 
shall be squeezed out at the base of the altar; it is a sin offering” 
(Leviticus 5:9). Since there is no need for the verse to state “of 
the blood,” because the entire verse is talking about the blood, 
what is the meaning when the verse states “of the blood”? 
This teaches that all the leftover blood" from all the offerings 
requires placement of blood on the base of the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But still, does this verse, Deuteronomy 12:27, 
come to teach this halakha, that if a priest placed the blood with 
one placement, he facilitated atonement? That verse is necessary 
for that which is taught in a baraita: From where is it derived 
with regard to those offerings whose blood is supposed to be 
placed by means of sprinkling" from a certain distance from 
the altar, that if the priest placed the blood by pouring’ it from 
up close he has fulfilled his obligation? The verse states: “And 
the blood of your offerings shall be poured upon the altar of 
the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 12:27). 


The Gemara answers that the ruling in this baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, while the tanna of the 
earlier baraita holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, who says: Sprinkling is not included in pouring,” and 
similarly pouring is not included in sprinkling. Rather, these 
are separate actions performed under different circumstances, 
and one does not fulfill his obligation to sprinkle the blood by 
pouring it. Therefore, the verse is available to him to teach that 
if a priest placed the blood with one placement, he facilitated 
atonement. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to those offerings whose blood is placed by blood he has fulfilled his obligation, as stated in the baraita 
sprinkling, etc. — ^3) Apa papa: With regard to all offer- (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:2 and 


ings whose blood must be sprinkled, if the priest poured the 


Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Gemara demonstrates that this is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva: 
This is as we learned in a mishna (Pesahim 121a): If one recited 
the blessing over the Paschal offering," which is: Who sanctified 
us with His mitzvot and commanded us to eat the Paschal 
offering, he has also exempted himself from reciting a blessing 
over the Festival peace offering, i.e., the peace offering that 
is eaten together with the Paschal offering. The blessing for 
the Festival peace offering of the fourteenth of Nisan is: Who 
sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us to eat the 
offering. 


If he recited the blessing over the Festival offering, he has not 
exempted himself from reciting a blessing over the Paschal offer- 
ing. This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Yishmael’s 
reasoning is based on the halakha that the blood of the Paschal 
offering is poured, while the blood of the Festival offering is 
sprinkled. He maintains that sprinkling is included in the more 
general category of pouring, and therefore the blessing over the 
Paschal offering includes the Festival offering. Pouring is not 
included in the more limited category of sprinkling, and therefore 
reciting the blessing over the Festival offering does not exempt 
one from reciting a blessing over the Paschal offering. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Akiva says: This blessing does not 
exempt one from reciting a blessing over that one," and that 
blessing does not exempt one from reciting a blessing over this 
one. Sprinkling is not included in pouring, and pouring is not 
included in sprinkling. Therefore, there is a separate blessing for 
each offering. 


The Gemara asks: Still, does this verse, Deuteronomy 12:27, come 

to teach this halakha, that if a priest placed the blood with one 

placement he facilitated atonement? That verse is necessary for 

that which is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael says: Since it 

is stated: “But the firstborn ofa bull, or the firstborn of a sheep, 
or the firstborn of a goat, you shall not redeem; they are sacred. 
You shall sprinkle their blood upon the altar and shall burn their 

fat for an offering made by fire, for an aroma pleasing to the Lord” 
(Numbers 18:17), we learned with regard to a firstborn animal, 
which must be given to a priest to be offered on the altar in the 

Temple, that it requires placement of its blood and sacrificial 

portions on the altar. From where is it derived that the same 

applies to an animal tithe offering and a Paschal offering?" The 

verse states: “And the blood of your offerings shall be poured 

upon the altar of the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 12:27). This 

verse teaches that all offerings require placement of their blood 

on the altar. 


The Gemara answers that the tanna of the earlier baraita, who 
derives from Deuteronomy 12:27 the halakha that if a priest 
placed the blood with one placement he facilitated atonement, 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili maintains that the halakha that the blood 
and sacrificial parts of an animal tithe offering and a Paschal 
offering must be placed on the altar is derived from the afore- 
mentioned verse concerning a firstborn animal: “You shall 
sprinkle their blood upon the altar and shall burn their fat for 
an offering made by fire, for an aroma pleasing to the Lord” 
(Numbers 18:17). 


This is as it is taught in a baraita, that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
says: It is not stated in this verse: Its blood, but rather: “Their 
blood.” Similarly, it is not stated: Its fat, but rather: “Their fat.” 
The plural form teaches with regard to the firstborn animal, 
which is mentioned explicitly in the verse, as well as with regard 
to the animal tithe offering and the Paschal offering, which have 
a level of sanctity similar to that of a firstborn animal, that each 
requires placement of the blood and sacrificial portions on 
the altar." 


NOTES 
If one recited the blessing over the Paschal offering — 
noa7 n273 J2: One brings the Festival peace offering 
together with the Paschal offering. The Festival peace offer- 
ing is consumed first so that after eating the Paschal offering 
the person will be satiated. 


From where is it derived that the same applies to an 
animal tithe and a Paschal offering — pan nog Wy: The 
Torah does not specify what must be done with the blood 
of these animals. Rabbi Yishmael therefore derives from 
Deuteronomy 12:27 that the blood of any offering whose rite 
is not explained elsewhere must be poured onto the altar. 


HALAKHA 


This blessing does not exempt that one, etc. — nwi» it x 
"1D it: The blessing over the Paschal offering does not 
exempt one from reciting the blessing over the Festival 
peace offering, and likewise the blessing over the Festi- 
val peace offering does not exempt one from reciting the 
blessing over the Paschal offering, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 8:7). 


From where is it derived that the same applies to an 
animal tithe and a Paschal offering — pan nog Wy: The 
blood of the firstborn offering, of the animal tithe offering, 
and of the Paschal offering must be poured once against 
the base of the altar, on any side of the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:17). 


Sacrificial portions on the altar - nayan vas pre: 
All offerings include portions that are consumed on the 
altar, which are placed there after the placement of the 
blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
5:18). 
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NOTES 


Two tanna‘im — *an nm: According to the opinion that Rabbi 
Yishmael derives from this verse the halakha that the blood 
of the Paschal offering is poured, it cannot be that he derives 
from the same verse that sprinkling is included in pouring. 
Accordingly, this baraita would disagree with the presentation 
of the dispute in the mishna in Pesahim. 

According to the opinion that Rabbi Yishmael derives from 
his verse that sprinkling is included in pouring, the blood 
of the Paschal offering is sprinkled, not poured, just like the 
blood of the Festival peace offering. Since, according to this 
opinion, the blood of the two offerings is treated in the same 
manner, the determination of which blessing exempts the 
other, if at all, cannot be established according to this criterion. 
nstead, Rabbi Yishmael's ruling is based on the halakha that 
one recites a blessing over a primary food, in this case the 
Paschal offering, and that blessing exempts one from having 
o recite a blessing over the secondary food, the meat of the 
Festival peace offering (Rashi). 


Perek IV 
Daf 37 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
A blemished firstborn is given to a priest - O12 bya ina 
ab imaw: Ifa male firstborn of a kosher animal has a blemish, 
whether it was born with the blemish or whether it devel- 
oped the blemish later, it is given to a priest and it becomes 
that priest's property in all regards (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:3). 
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The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yishmael derive one halakha 
from this verse and then derive another halakha from this same 
verse? It was stated earlier that Rabbi Yishmael derives from the 
verse “And the blood of your offerings shall be poured” that sprin- 
kling is included in pouring, and yet here he derives from that 
same verse that the blood of an animal tithe offering and that of 
a Paschal offering must be presented on the altar. The Gemara 
answers: These are the opinions of two tanna’im,' each of whom 
expressed his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael. 


The Gemara raises a question with regard to the disagreement 
about the interpretation of Numbers 18:17. Granted, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who interprets the entire 
verse as referring to a firstborn animal, and according to whom 
the plural form in the verse is referring to three such firstborns, 
that of a bull, that of a sheep, and that of a goat, this explains 
that which is written immediately afterward: “And their meat 
shall be yours” (Numbers 18:18), in the plural, i.e., the meat of 
these firstborn animals shall be eaten by the priests. 


But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who interprets this 
verse as referring also to an animal tithe offering and a Paschal 
offering, there is a difficulty, as an animal tithe offering and a 
Paschal offering are eaten by their owners, not by the priests. 
If so, what is the meaning of the phrase “and their meat shall 
be yours”? The Gemara answers that the plural term “their meat,” 
is referring not to an animal tithe offering or a Paschal offering, 
but to different types of firstborns, i.e., both an unblemished 
animal, whose blood is poured on the altar, and a blemished one, 
which is not brought as an offering on the altar. 


This verse teaches that a blemished firstborn is given to a priest" 
as a gift, and that he may eat its meat. This is a novel concept, 
as we have not found in the entire Torah" another halakha simi- 
lar to it, where a blemished offering is given to the priests for 
consumption. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yishmael, who inter- 
prets this verse differently, from where does he derive this 
halakha that a blemished firstborn is given to a priest? The 
Gemara answers: He derives it from the phrase: “As the breast 
of waving and as the right thigh, it shall be yours” (Numbers 
18:18), which is the latter clause of that same verse. The repetition 
of the phrase “shall be yours” serves to teach that even the meat 
of a blemished firstborn shall be eaten by the priests. 


NOTES 


As we have not found in the entire Torah - ib xn Kw 
aap ming boa: Some explain that we have found no other 
source in the Torah for this halakha (Rashi). This interpretation 
is somewhat problematic, as there are many halakhot that are 
derived from a single source, and therefore it is unclear why 
the Gemara would deem it necessary to point out this fact in 
this particular case. Other commentaries explain that a unique 
halakha applies in the case of a firstborn. In general, when 


a consecrated animal develops a blemish, it is sold and the 
proceeds are used for the purchase of another animal that will 
be sacrificed on the altar. The firstborn is an exception in this 
regard, as when it develops a blemish it is given as a gift to a 
priest (Josafot). Others add that the novelty is that a blemished 
firstborn belongs to a priest even if it developed the blemish 
while still in the possession of the owner (Keren Ora). 
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§ The Gemara raises another question: Granted, according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who interprets the verse as 
referring also to an animal tithe offering and a Paschal offering, 
this is as it is written in the same verse: “You shall not redeem; 
they are sacred” (Numbers 18:17). The word “they” indicates that 
only they are sacrificed on the altar, but their substitutes are not 
sacrificed." In general, if one substitutes a non-sacred animal for 
one designated as an offering, both the original and the substitute 
are considered to be consecrated, and they are therefore sacrificed. 
But if one substitutes a non-sacred animal for a firstborn, an animal 
tithe offering, or a Paschal offering, the substitute is not sacrificed. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Temura 21a): With regard to the 
substitute of a firstborn and of an animal tithe offering," both they, 
the substitutes themselves, and their offspring, and the offspring 
of their offspring," forever, i.e. for all future generations, are as the 
firstborn and the animal tithe offering, respectively, and therefore 
they are eaten in their blemished state by the owners; but unlike 
the firstborn and the animal tithe offering themselves, they are not 
sacrificed on the altar. 


And likewise with regard to the substitute of a Paschal offering, 
we learned in a mishna (Pesahim 96b) that Rabbi Yehoshua’ says: 
Ihave heard two rulings from my teachers: One ruling was that the 
substitute of a Paschal offering" is sacrificed as a peace offering 
after Passover, and another ruling was that the substitute of a Pas- 
chal offering is not offered as a peace offering after Passover; and 
I cannot explain these apparently contradictory rulings, as I do not 
remember the circumstances to which each ruling applies. And as 
will be explained, if the substitution took place after the sacrifice of 
the Paschal offering, the animal is sacrificed, as it is considered the 
substitute of a peace offering, whereas if the substitution occurred 
before the sacrifice of the Paschal offering, it is not sacrificed, as it 
is the substitute of a Paschal offering. This indicates that the substi- 
tute of a Paschal offering is not sacrificed, just like the substitute of 
a firstborn is not sacrificed. 


But according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who interprets 

the entire verse as dealing with a firstborn, from where does he 

derive the halakha that the substitute of an animal tithe offering 

and of a Paschal offering are not sacrificed? The Gemara answers: 

With regard to an animal tithe offering, he derives this by means of 
a verbal analogy between the terms passing, and passing written 

with regard to a firstborn. Concerning a firstborn it is stated: “And 

you shall pass [vehaavarta] to the Lord all that opens the womb” 
(Exodus 13:12), and concerning an animal tithe it is stated: “Of 
whatever passes [ya‘avor] under the rod” (Leviticus 27:32). From 

this verbal analogy it may be derived that just as the substitute of a 

firstborn is not sacrificed, so too, the substitute of an animal tithe 

offering is not sacrificed. 


With regard to the Paschal offering, this halakha is not derived 
through a verbal analogy, but rather this halakha is explicitly writ- 
ten concerning it. The verse referring to peace offerings states: “If 
he offers a lamb for his offering” (Leviticus 3:7). The Torah could 
simply have stated: A lamb, and proceed from there to teach the 
halakhot of a lamb peace offering. If so, what is the meaning when 
the verse states: “If he offers a lamb”? This serves to include the 
substitute of a Paschal offering that was substituted after the sac- 
rifice of the Paschal offering, teaching that it is sacrificed as a 
peace offering, since the Paschal offering has the status of a peace 
offering after that time. One might have thought that even before 
the sacrifice of the Paschal offering the same should apply, i.e., that 
the substitute of a Paschal offering is sacrificed as a peace offering. 
Therefore, the verse states with regard to the Paschal offering: “It is 
the sacrifice of the Lord’s Passover” (Exodus 12:27), which indicates 
that it, the Paschal offering itself, is sacrificed, but its substitute is 
not sacrificed. 
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NOTES 


But their substitutes are not sacrificed — Dan px) 
map: Generally, the substitute of an offering is 
treated like the offering itself; the substitute of a 
burnt offering is sacrificed as a burnt offering, and 
the substitute of a peace offering is sacrificed as a 
peace offering. In the cases mentioned in the Gemara, 
however, the substitute is not sacrificed, as it states: 
“They are sacred” (Numbers 18:17), indicating that 
the offerings themselves are sacred, but that their 
substitutes are not. With regard to the substitute of 
an animal tithe offering, one waits until it develops 
a blemish, at which point it is eaten by the owner. 
The substitute of a firstborn is given to a priest. Rabbi 
Yehoshua adds that the substitute of a Paschal offering 
is also not sacrificed. 


HALAKHA 

The substitute of a firstborn and animal tithe - 
awya visa nman: The substitute of a firstborn offer- 
ing is given to a priest, while the substitute of an 
animal tithe offering remains with its owner. Just 
as a firstborn offering or animal tithe offering that 
develops a blemish is not redeemed, likewise, its 
substitute is not redeemed (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 3:2). 


Their offspring and the offspring of their offspring — 
h Tm tr: The offspring of an animal tithe offering, 
the offspring of the substitute of an animal tithe offer- 
ing, the offspring of the substitute of a male firstborn 

offering, and the offspring of all of these offspring 

in all subsequent generations, are not sacrificed 

upon the altar. Rather, they are left to graze until they 

develop blemishes, at which point they are eaten in 

the manner of a firstborn or animal tithe offering that 
developed a blemish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Temura 4:6). 


The substitute of a Paschal offering - nbs nman: 
With regard to one who lost his Paschal offering and 
separated another animal in its stead, and later found 
he first one so that both animals are available, he sac- 
rifices whichever he chooses as a Paschal offering, and 
he other is sacrificed as a peace offering. If he found 
he first animal after the second had already been sac- 
rificed, the first should be sacrificed as a peace offering. 

he performed substitution on this first animal after 
he second was sacrificed, the substitute is sacrificed 
as a peace offering. If he found the first animal before 
he second was slaughtered, and performed substitu- 
ion on this first animal, this substitute is not sacrificed 
but is left to graze until it develops a blemish, at which 
point it is sold and the money used for the purchase 
of a peace offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 4:6). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehoshua - yim +37: Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya was one of the leading Sages in the genera- 
tion following the destruction of the Second Temple. 
A Levite, he served as a singer in the Temple. After 
its destruction, he was among the students who 
followed their primary teacher, Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai, to Yavne. Rabbi Yehoshua lived a life of poverty, 
worked as a blacksmith, and was recognized by all 
as a leading Torah authority. While he disagreed 
with Rabban Gamliel’s rulings on several occasions, 
he ultimately accepted the authority of the Nasi. 
After Rabban Gamliel’s death, he acted as a leader 
of the Sages. 
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NOTES 


We have not found atonement with no placement - 
mawx xb 133 Ma: The Sefat Emet notes that even ac- 
cording to this answer, the four mentions of corners in 
the Torah all are referring to the mitzva ab initio, as the 
claim that we have not found anywhere that atonement is 
achieved without placement is an axiomatic statement, not 
a halakha derived from a verse. Accordingly, the statement: 
Three of these placements are written to indicate that they 
are performed only as a mitzva, and the remaining one is 
written to indicate that its absence invalidates the offer- 
ing, is not an exposition of the verses but is rooted in the 
axiom that atonement cannot be achieved without any 
placement of the blood. 


BACKGROUND 


Consonantal text - nyon: Both the consonantal and 
vocalized texts of the Torah are rooted in the most ancient 
traditions, and the question as to which is authoritative 
must be addressed when one wishes to draw halakhic 
conclusions from one in instances where it contradicts the 
other. This issue is treated in several places in the Talmud. In 
fact, with regard to which version is authoritative, neither 
opinion entirely precludes the other, as everyone agrees 
that both the vocalization and the consonantal text must 
be taken into consideration. 


Excerpt from the book of Psalms in the Leningrad Codex, showing plene and 
defective spellings in the consonantal text 
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The Gemara asks: And as for all those tanna’im who derive a 

different exposition from this verse: “And the blood of your offer- 
ings shall be poured” (Deuteronomy 12:27), this halakha that is 

recorded in the mishna, that with regard to all the offerings whose 

blood is to be placed on the external altar, in a case where the priest 

placed the blood on the altar with one placement, he facilitated 

atonement, from where do they derive this? The Gemara answers: 

Those tanna’im hold in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, 
who say: Even with regard to a sin offering, in a case where the 

priest placed the blood with one placement, he facilitated atone- 
ment after the fact. And they derive the halakha applying to all the 

other offerings from that which applies to a sin offering. 


§ The mishna teaches that Beit Shammai maintain that in the case 
of a sin offering, which requires four placements, at least two 
placements are necessary to facilitate atonement, whereas Beit 
Hillel hold that even in the case of a sin offering one placement 
suffices. Rav Huna said: What is the reasoning for the opinion 
of Beit Shammai? 


He explains: The verse states: “And the priest shall take of the blood 
of the sin offering with his finger, and put it upon the corners of the 
altar” (Leviticus 4:25). Subsequently, the verse states: “The priest 
shall take of its blood with his finger, and put it on the corners 
of the altar” (Leviticus 4:30), and an additional verse states: “The 
priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his finger, and 
put it on the corners of the altar” (Leviticus 4:34). As the mini- 
mum amount justifying the use of the plural form, i.e., in the word 
“corners,” is two, one may conclude that there are six references to 
the corners of the altar here. Four of them are mentioned for a 
mitzva, meaning that the priest should place the blood on all four 
corners of the altar ab initio, and the other two are mentioned to 
invalidate the offering if he did not present the blood on at least 
two corners. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reasononing for the opinion of 
Beit Hillel? The Gemara answers: The matter should be understood 
according to the written consonantal text, i.e., the way in which the 
words are actually spelled. The word “corners” is written plene, i.e., 
with a vav, in one of the verses, which means that it must be read in 
the plural form. In the other two verses, “corners” and “corners” are 
written deficient, i.e., without a vav, in a way that can be vocalized in 
the singular form, i.e., as karnat. Therefore, there are four references 
to corners here. Three of these references are written to indicate the 
placements of blood are performed only as a mitzva, i.e., they are 
performed ab initio, and the remaining one is written to indicate that 
its absence invalidates the offering, i.e., the offering is not valid if 
the blood was not placed against at least one corner of the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But according to this explanation of Beit Hillel, 
why not say that all of them are written for the mitzva and none are 
to invalidate, i.e., that the blood must be presented on all four corners 
ab initio, but the offering atones after the fact even if the blood was 
not presented at all? The Gemara rejects this possibility: We have 
not found anywhere in the Torah an example of an offering in which 
atonement can be achieved with no placement" of the blood. 


And if you wish, say instead that this is the reason of Beit Hillel: 
The vocalized text of the Torah, i.e., the way in which the words of 
the Torah are pronounced based on the tradition of what vowels the 
words contain, is effective in determining how the verses are to be 
expounded. And likewise, the consonantal text’ of the Torah, i.e., 
the way in which the words are actually written, is also effective in 
determining how the verses are to be expounded. The Gemara elabo- 
rates: The vocalized text is effective in adding one more corner and 
the consonantal text is effective in subtracting one corner. Conse- 
quently, the verse is interpreted as referring to five corners, four of 
which are necessary for the mitzva ab initio, and one of which is 
indispensable after the fact. 
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The Gemara asks: But if that is so, that this is the proper manner 
of expounding the verses, consider the case of the phylacteries of 
the head, about which it is stated: “And for frontlets [totafot] 
between your eyes” (Exodus 13:16), and: “They shall be for 
frontlets [totafot] between your eyes” (Deuteronomy 6:8), and 
subsequently: “They shall be for frontlets [totafot] between 
your eyes” (Deuteronomy 11:18). The word totafot is written once 
in plene form, i.e., with a vav, indicating the plural form, and twice 
in a deficient form, i.e., without a vav, indicating the singular. 
Accordingly, there are four frontlets here," and from here the 
Sages derive that the phylacteries of the head consist of four com- 
partments, which together form a cube. Why not say that the 
vocalized text, read in the plural, is effective, i.e., that it requires 
six compartments, and likewise, the consonantal text, read in 
the singular, is effective, i.e., it requires four compartments, and 
therefore one should be required to prepare five compartments 
for the phylacteries of the head? 


The Gemara answers that Beit Hillel hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says that the requirement to have 
four compartments in the phylacteries of the head is not derived 
from the number of times that the word totafot is mentioned, but 
rather from an exposition of the word totafot itself: Totin the Katpi 
language means two, and pat in the Afriki language means two, 
for a total of four. 


The Gemara raises another objection to this method of exposition: 
If that is so, consider the case of a sukka, about which it is stated: 
“In sukkot [basukkot] shall you reside seven days; all that are home- 
born in Israel shall reside in sukkot [basukkot]. So that your future 
generations will know that I caused the children of Israel to reside 
in sukkot [basukkot] when I took them out of the land of Egypt: 
I am the Lord your God” (Leviticus 23:42-43). Two instances of 
the word basukkot are written in a deficient manner, i.e., without a 
vav, indicating the singular, and one instance is written in plene 
form, i.e., with a vav, indicating the plural form. The Sages derived 
from here that a sukka must have four walls. Why not say that 
the vocalized text, read in the plural, is effective, requiring six 
walls, and likewise, the consonantal text, read in the singular, 
is effective, requiring four walls, and therefore one should be 

required to build a sukka with five walls? 


The Gemara answers: There, one of the five indicated by the verse 
is needed entirely for the mitzva itself, i.e., to teach the basic 
halakha that one must dwell in a sukka. And another one of the 
five is needed to teach that a sukka, as is indicated by its name, 
must have a covering [sekhakha]." Accordingly, there are three 
left, alluding to the requirement that a sukka must have three walls. 
The Gemara adds that the halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai comes and reduces the size of the third wall, teaching that 
it need not be complete, and sets its minimum length at only 
one handbreadth.® 


NOTES 


And one to teach it must have a covering — T220% “my: This expo- addressing the structure of the sukka in that it refers to the number 


sition is apparently superfluous, as a sukka by definition includes 
a covering. Nevertheless, as the word basukkot is interpreted as 


of walls, it is fitting that the other part of the structure of a sukka, its 
covering, should be mentioned as well (Rashi). 


NOTES 

For frontlets, there are four here — 17 movivd 
Yas x2: The commentaries note that according 
to the Masoretic text of the Torah the word totafot 
is always written without a second vav (Tosafot, 
citing Rabbeinu Tam). Rabbeinu Tam therefore 
explains that the exposition is based on the vav 
at the beginning of the word uletotafot (Exodus 
13:16). This vav means “and,” indicating an extra 
compartment. Alternatively, the reference is to 
the vav between the two instances of the letter 
tet, and the word is interpreted as though the vav 
appeared after the peh, which would indicate the 
plural. This is similar to the exegetical method of: 
The Sages subtract and add and interpret homi- 
letically, in which letters are moved from one place 
to another for the purposes of an exposition. 


maini 


The word ultotafot as written in a Torah scroll 


BACKGROUND 

Handbreadth - nay: This measure represents 
the width of a clenched fist. One handbreadth is 
equal to four fingerbreadths, which is equivalent 
to five times the width of the middle finger, or six 
times the width of the little finger. According to 
the measurements of Rabbi Hayyim Na'e, a hand- 
breadth is 8 cm. According to the measurements 
of the Hazon Ish, it is 9.6 cm. 
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BACKGROUND 

Impure two weeks - D'y aW mv: The Torah describes 
various halakhot that apply to a woman after she 
has given birth. A new mother is considered ritually 
impure for seven days if she gave birth to a boy, and 
or fourteen days if she gave birth to a girl. Later, after 
immersion in a ritual bath, she is ritually pure for the 
next thirty-three or sixty-six days, respectively, even if 
she experiences uterine bleeding. Nevertheless, during 
his total period of forty days for a boy and of eighty 
days for a girl, it is prohibited for the mother to enter 
he Temple or to partake of the meat of offerings. After 
he fortieth or eightieth day she brings a purification 
offering in the Temple. This offering consists of a male 
amb that is in its first year, which is brought as a burnt 
offering; and a young pigeon or dove, which is brought 
as asin offering. If she cannot afford the cost of a lamb 
or the burnt offering, she can bring two doves or two 
young pigeons, one as a burnt offering and the other 
as a sin offering. She may then enter the Temple and 
partake of sacrificial foods (see Leviticus 12:1-8). 


Women after childbirth presenting purification offerings in the Temple 


NOTES 

As in her menstruation — 7133: Since the period 
of menstruation is one week, this indicates that one 
should follow the reading that employs units of weeks, 
i.e., two weeks. Admittedly, seventy can also be divided 
into weeks, but ten weeks is far longer than the period 
of menstruation (Rashi). Alternatively, the verse should 
be understood as follows: In addition to the number of 
days that a woman is ritually impure after giving birth 
to a male child, a woman who gives birth to a female 
is impure for another period equal to her period of 
menstruation, which is one week (see Leviticus 12:2); 
the total time is therefore two weeks (Tosafot). 
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The Gemara raises yet another objection: If that is so, that both the 

vocalized and the consonantal texts are taken into account, consider 
the case of a woman who gives birth to a female child. Concerning 

this woman the verse states: “But if she bear a female child, then she 

shall be impure two weeks [shevu‘ayim],° as in her menstruation” 
(Leviticus 12:5). The way that the word is written allows it to be read 

as shivim, seventy. Why not say that the vocalized text of the Torah 

is effective, teaching us that the woman is ritually impure for four- 
teen days, and the consonantal text is also effective, teaching us 

that she is impure for seventy days, and, therefore, she should be 

required to sit in a state of ritual impurity for forty-two days, which 

is the halfway point between fourteen and seventy days? 


The Gemara answers: There it is different, and the consonantal text 
is disregarded entirely, as it is written: “As in her menstruation,’ 
and a menstruating woman is impure for one week. Evidently, the 
verse is speaking in terms of weeks, and is not alluding to the number 
seventy at all. 


Q The Gemara further analyzes the opinion of Beit Hillel that even 
in the case of a sin offering, if the priest placed the blood on the altar 
with one placement, he facilitated atonement. And a tanna cites 
proof for this from here, as it was taught in a baraita: The verse 
states with regard to the sin offering brought by a king: “And the 
priest shall make atonement for him” (Leviticus 4:26), and with 
regard to the goat brought as a sin offering by an ordinary person: 
“And the priest shall make atonement for him” (Leviticus 4:31), and 
with regard to the sheep brought as a sin offering by an ordinary 
person: “And the priest shall make atonement for him” (Leviticus 
4:35). The repetition of this term is due to a logical inference. 


As one might have thought to say: Could this not be derived 
through logical inference as follows: It is stated that blood is placed 
below the red line, and it is stated that blood is placed above the 
red line. Just as with regard to the blood concerning which it is 
stated that it is placed below the red line, when the priest placed it 
on the altar with one placement he facilitated atonement, so too, 
with regard to the blood concerning which it is stated that it is 
placed above the red line, when the priest placed it on the altar with 
one placement he facilitated atonement. 


Or perhaps, go this way, turning away from the previous explanation 
and toward this explanation: It is stated that blood is presented on 
the inner altar, i.e., with regard to a sin offering of the community 
or of the High Priest; the blood of these offerings is sprinkled on the 
incense altar that is inside the Sanctuary. And it is stated that blood 
is presented on the external altar, i.e., with regard to the sin offering 
of an ordinary person, which is offered on the outer altar that is in 
the courtyard. Just as with regard to the blood concerning which 
itis stated that it is presented on the inner altar, if the priest omitted 
one of the placements he has done nothing, i.e., the offering is not 
valid, so too, with regard to the blood concerning which it is stated 
that it is presented on the external altar, if the priest omitted one 
of the placements he has done nothing. 


The Gemara analyzes the two possibilities: Let us see to which of 
the two cases the blood of an animal sin offering is more similar. It 
can be claimed: We derive a halakha stated with regard to the exter- 
nal altar from a halakha stated with regard to the external altar, but 

we do not derive a halakha stated with regard to the external altar 
from a halakha stated with regard to the inner altar. Or, go this way: 
We derive a halakha stated with regard to a sin offering whose blood 

is to be placed on the four corners of the altar from a halakha stated 

with regard to a sin offering whose blood is to be placed on the four 

corners of the altar. But a sin offering consisting of a bird, which is 

not a sin offering whose blood is to be placed on the four corners 

of the altar, cannot serve as proof to the halakha concerning an 

animal sin offering, whose blood is to be placed on the four corners 

of the altar. 
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Since both of the above inferences are reasonable, neither can 
serve as the source of the halakha. Therefore, the verse states: 
“And the priest shall make atonement,” “And the priest shall 
make atonement,’ “And the priest shall make atonement,’ 
for a total of three times. The verses are interpreted as follows: 
“And the priest shall make atonement,’ even if he placed only 
three placements. Subsequently: “And the priest shall make 
atonement,” even if he placed only two placements, and then: 
“And the priest shall make atonement,’ even if he placed only 
one placement. This interpretation is the source of Beit Hillel’s 

opinion. 


The Gemara challenges: But each of these verses is necessary 
for itself, to teach that atonement is achieved for each of the sins 
through its respective sin offering. Rava said: Bar Adda Mari 
explained this matter to me: The verse states with regard to 
each of these sin offerings: “And the priest shall make atone- 
ment...and he shall be forgiven” (Leviticus 4:26, 31, 35). This 
is atonement and this is forgiveness; they are one and the same. 
Since it would have sufficed to say: “And he shall be forgiven,” the 
superfluous mentions of the phrase: “And the priest shall make 
atonement,” serve to teach that the priest facilitates atonement 
even if he has not performed all the placements. 


The Gemara asks: But even if these phrases are superfluous, do 
they necessarily indicate that a priest who omitted placements 
has nevertheless facilitated atonement? Why not say that these 
phrases serve to teach that ifthe priest placed all the placements 
he facilitated atonement even if the placements were placed in 
the wrong place? And expound the verses as follows: “And the 
priest shall make atonement,” even if he placed the blood on 
the altar with only three placements above, on the corners of 
the altar, and one below, on the lower portion of the altar; “And 
the priest shall make atonement,” even if he placed the blood 
with only two placements above and two below; “And the priest 
shall make atonement,’ even if he did not place the blood 
above at all, but only below." 


Rav Adda bar Yitzhak says: If so, that the priest facilitates 
atonement even if he placed all the placements below, you have 
abolished the requirement of four corners that is stated with 
regard to the sin offering (see, e.g., Leviticus 4:34), as the four 
corners are on the upper portion of the altar. The Gemara is 
puzzled by Rav Adda bar Yitzhak’s claim: But if the Merciful 
One states that this is so, let this requirement be abolished. 


As Rav Adda bar Yitzhak’s claim was rejected, Rava said there is 
a different reason why the previous claim cannot be accepted: 
What is the item that requires three’ repetitions of “and the 
priest shall make atonement,” i.e., to what are these verses refer- 
ring? You must say that these are the corners of the altar. The 
Torah must teach that the priest facilitates atonement even if 
he did not place the blood on three of the four corners. But in 
order for the verses to teach that all four placements can be 
placed below, the phrase “and the priest shall make atonement” 
would have to be written four times. 


NOTES 


Even if he did not place it above but only below - »5 by DIN 
mond xox nya m Kow: The commentaries ask: Why does 
he Gemara move from a case of two placements above and 
wo below to that of none above and all four below? Why not 
mention immediately a case of one above and three below, 
as the Gemara does later on? Tosafot answer that the Gemara 
first considers cases that either involve most of the placements 
being performed above, or where the placements performed 
below are carried out in the same manner that they are in the 
cases of those offerings whose blood is placed below. Since 
blood is placed below in the form of one placement that is 


two, i.e., on the corner so that the blood spreads in two direc- 
tions, it is suggested here that two placements should be per- 
formed below. As three placements are not performed below 
for any other offering, that possibility is not entertained. Later, 
the Gemara will suggest that even if one does not find three 
placements below in any other case, perhaps this is still more 
reasonable than all four placements of a sin offering being 
performed below. 


What is the item that requires three - vow PWV WATT: 
Some commentaries maintain that this question is not referring 


to the three instances of the phrase “And the priest shall make 
atonement,” but to the three mentions of corners in the verses 
about the blood of a sin offering. The Panim Meirot explains as 
follows: If these three uses of corners are indeed stated only for 
a mitzva, and not a single corner is indispensable, there would 
be no reason for the word to appear three times; the verse 
could simply have stated: Corners, in the plural, twice, which 
would be referring to all four corners. The fact that the term is 
mentioned three times indicates that one of the placements 
ona corner is indispensable. 
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He sprinkled from it one time upward, etc. — Fmt 137912 I 
^a Ty: On Yom Kippur, when the High Priest sprinkles the 
eight sprinklings onto the Ark Cover in the Holy of Holies and 
in the Sanctuary, from the blood of the bull and the blood of 
the goat, he sprinkles once upward and seven times down- 
ward. The blood is not sprinkled literally upward and down- 
ward, but in a kind of whipping motion, with each sprinkling 
below the previous one (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 3:5). 
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The Gemara asks further: Even so, itis possible to interpret the three 
repetitions of the phrase “and the priest shall make atonement” as 
referring to the location of the placements, without abolishing the 
requirement of corners, as one can say: “And the priest shall make 
atonement,” even though he placed the blood on the altar with 
only three placements above and one below; “And the priest shall 
make atonement,’ even though he placed the blood with only two 
placements above and two below; “And the priest shall make atone- 
ment,” even though he placed the blood with only one placement 
above and three below. 


The Gemara answers: This entire line of inquiry can be rejected, as 
we do not find a case involving blood, half of which is placed above 
the red line and half of which is placed below it. One either places 
all the blood on the lower half of the altar, as in the case of most 
offerings, or all of it on the upper half of the altar, as in the case of 
sin offerings. The Gemara asks: And is there really no case of that 
sort? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Yoma 53b): The High Priest 
took the blood of the bull into the Holy of Holies and sprinkled 
from the blood one time upward" and then seven times down- 
ward? Apparently, part of the blood of an offering can be sprinkled 
upward, toward the upper part of the Ark Cover, and part can be 
placed downward, toward the lower part of the Ark Cover. 


The Gemara rejects this: That is not a case where half the blood is 
sprinkled upward and half is sprinkled downward. Instead, that 
sprinkling was like a matzlif.“ The Gemara explains: What is the 
meaning of like a matzlif? Rav Yehuda demonstrated with his 
hand; it means like one who whips. One who whips another does 
not strike repeatedly in one place but directs one lash beneath the 


other. 


The Gemara further asks: And is there really no case of that sort? 
But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Yoma 58b) about the Yom Kippur 
service: After the High Priest sprinkled blood on the four corners 


of the incense altar, he sprinkled blood seven times on tohoro 
of the altar. 


— ms 


Like a matzlif - apyra: Rashi maintains that the sprinkling 
was not performed on two separate places, on the Ark Cover 
and on the Ark Cover's side. Rather, it was done like one who 
whips, directing his lashes from above to below. The Gemara in 
Yoma 55a explains that the phrase: One time upward and seven 
times downward, refers to the High Priest's palm, i.e., whether 
his palm is pointed upward or downward at the moment of the 
sprinkling (see Tosafot Yeshanim on Yoma 15a). 


High Priest sprinkling blood on the Ark Cover on Yom Kippur Position of priest's hand in sprinkling blood downward 
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What, is it not referring to the middle" of the side of the altar, as 
people say: Clear noon [tihara], that is the middle of the day? 
Accordingly, the root tet, heh, reish denotes the middle; in the one 
case, the middle of the day, and in the other case, halfway up the 
altar. Now, since the blood was sprinkled on the altar seven times, 
inevitably some of the blood landed above the midpoint and some 
of it landed below the midpoint. Rava bar Sheila said: No, that is 
not the meaning of tohoro. Rather, tohoro means on the revealed 
part, i.e., the top, of the altar, as it is written: “Like the very clear 
[latohar] sky” (Exodus 24:10). Tohoro is referring to the top of 
the altar when it has been revealed, after the ashes of the incense 
are cleared and the pure gold is visible. 


The Gemara asks again: Is there not a case where some of the blood 
is presented above the red line and some of it is presented below? 
But there is the remainder of the blood, which is poured on the base 
of the altar even in the case ofa sin offering, the main blood of which 
is placed on the upper portion of the altar. The Gemara answers: The 
pouring of the remainder of the blood on the base of the altar is not 
indispensable for atonement. Blood that is indispensable for atone- 
ment is in no instance presented half above the red line and half 
below it. 


The Gemara continues this line of questioning: But there is the 
remainder of the blood of the inner sin offerings, the main blood 
of which is sprinkled on the inner altar. The remainder of the blood 
of these offerings is poured on the base of the external altar, and 
there is one who says that this pouring of the blood is indispens- 
able for atonement. The Gemara explains: When we said that there 
is no blood, half of which is presented above and half below, we 
said this with regard to one place, i.e., the same altar. The blood of 
inner sin offerings is sprinkled on the inner altar, while the remainder 
of that blood is poured on the base of the external altar. There is no 
case of blood, half of which is presented above and half of which is 
presented below on the same altar. 


§ The mishna teaches that according to the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
in the case of a sin offering two placements facilitate atonement, 
while with regard to other offerings a single placement is sufficient. 
Beit Hillel disagree and say that even in the case of a sin offering 
one placement suffices after the fact. With regard to this issue, it 
is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Beit 
Shammai say that two placements in the case ofa sin offering, and 
one placement in the case of other offerings, they render the offer- 
ing permitted for eating since these actions facilitate atonement after 
the fact, despite the fact that blood was not placed on all four corners 
of the altar. 


And similarly they render the offering piggul.® That is to say, if 
the priest placed two placements of the blood of a sin offering or 
one placement of the blood of any another offering, intending to 
eat or burn the offering beyond its designated time, the offering is 
piggul. Beit Hillel say: One placement in the case a sin offering, and 
likewise one placement in the case of all the other offerings, if done 
with proper intent, renders the offering permitted for eating and, if 
done with improper intent, renders the offering piggul." 


Rav Oshaya objects to this: If so, let this halakha be taught in the 
fourth chapter of tractate Eduyyot alongside the other rare cases of 
Beit Shammai’s leniencies and Beit Hillel’s stringencies. Accord- 
ing to Beit Hillel, a sin offering is piggul even if the priest intended 
to partake of it beyond its designated time even while performing a 
single placement, whereas Beit Shammai maintain that the offering 
is piggul only if he had this improper intent during two placements. 


NOTES 

What, is it not to the middle — mbox wh n: Rashi 
explains that as it is impossible for the sprinkled blood 
to land exactly in the middle, some of the blood will 
inevitably fall on the upper part of the altar and some 
on the lower part. Other commentaries explain that the 
Gemara assumes that this is referring to the side of the 
inner altar, which is called: Below, in relation to the four 
corners of the altar above, where the High Priest had 
already sprinkled blood. The Gemara answers that even 
these seven sprinklings were performed above (Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 

Piggul - bao: A thought of piggul is a disqualifying 
intent in the sacrifice of an offering, whether an animal, 
bird, or meal offering. If, while engaged in sacrificing an 
offering, a priest expresses intent to sprinkle the blood 
of the offering, burn its fats on the altar, or eat its meat, 
after the designated time, that intent disqualifies the 
offering. An offering that has assumed that status may 
not be sacrificed, and it does not fulfill the obligation 
of the one bringing it. One who eats from that offering 
intentionally is liable to receive karet. The Sages also 
decreed that an offering with piggul status imparts ritual 
impurity. The intent of the priest sacrificing the offering, 
and not the intent of the person bringing it, determines 
whether or not it is unfit due to improper intent. 


HALAKHA 


Renders it permitted and renders it piggul - mina 
mham: With regard to all blood placed on the external 
altar, if the priest performed only one placement he 
facilitated atonement. This halakha applies even in the 
case of a sin offering. Consequently, if the priest per- 
formed the first placement with the correct intent, and 
from the second placement onward he intended his 
action not for the sake of the offering being sacrificed, 
or he intended that it should be consumed or burned 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated 
area, this intent does not disqualify the offering. If he 
performed the first placement with the intent that the 
offering should be consumed or burned beyond its des- 
ignated time, the offering is piggul, even if he intended 
to consume it or burn it outside its designated area 
while performing the other placements as well (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:1, 17:1). 
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| NOTES — 

It was asked with regard to the permission — C kany 
wn: In other words, the question concerned 
whether or not the priests may partake of the meat 
of this offering if only one placement had been per- 
formed and the rest of the blood spilled. In this case, 
the ruling of Beit Shammai is the more stringent, as 
they prohibit consumption of this meat. Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov inferred from here that just as the meat 
may not be consumed after one placement, so too, 
according to the opinion of Beit Shammai, the sin offer- 
ing is not rendered piggul by improper intent during 
one placement (Rashi). 


There are some like at the outset — inbnins maw: 
In other words, with regard to some matters these 
placements are considered like the first placement, 
while for the purposes of other halakhot they are 
considered like the remainder of the blood. Some 
commentaries explain the difference between these 
cases as follows: In matters relating to the status of the 
blood itself, the blood remaining after the first place- 
ment is certainly considered the blood of a sin offering, 
as the Torah commanded that this blood be placed 
on the altar. In matters relating to whether the blood 
renders the offering permitted for eating and facilitates 
atonement, the blood of the other placements is like 
the remainder of the blood (Hazon Yehezkel). 


And the remainder - ow: If the blood of the sin 
offering was received in four different vessels, and the 
priest placed one placement from each vessel, all the 
blood in each vessel must be poured onto the base of 
the altar, as is performed with the remainder of blood 
in a standard case. 


———_ HALAKHA — 


Three placements in a sin offering, etc. — nina vow 
^D nXwNMaw: If the priest performed one placement 
of the blood of a sin offering and then its owner died, 
the priest should complete the other three placements. 
If the priest performed one placement of the blood 
by day, he should not perform the others by night. 
If he performed one placement of the blood inside 
the Temple, and subsequently performed the others 
outside, he is liable for sacrificing outside the Temple. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 2:4-6). 
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Sany = Dny 2:8] mb ax Rava said to Rav Oshaya: When this question was initially asked, 
pind MAY ma yb yaa born and the Sages stated their opinions concerning the matter, it was 
ue EES" asked with regard to the permission" to partake of the sin offering. 
In other words, the dispute arose as a result of an inquiry into the 
other relevant halakha, i.e., whether the priests may partake ofa sin 
offering, the blood of which was placed only one time. In this case 
it is Beit Shammai who are more stringent, as they permit the meat 
ofa sin offering only after two placements have been placed. For this 
reason, this case was not listed among the other leniencies of Beit 

Shammai and stringencies of Beit Hillel. 


nixpnayv nina vow Jan 931 WK § Rabbi Yohanan says: Despite the fact that, according to the 
ann and nina tbs nina wx opinion of Beit Hillel, the last three placements in the case of a sin 
pee a any Offering" are not indispensable to the atonement, they may not be 
performed at night, because the blood is invalidated at sunset. And 
these three placements may be performed after the death of the 
owner. If the owner of the offering died before any of the blood was 
placed on the altar, the blood may not be placed, and the offering is 
burned as a disqualified offering. But if he died after one placement, 
the priest may perform the other three placements, as he has already 
facilitated atonement by means of the first placement. And as it is a 
mitzva to perform these three placements on the altar, one who 
offers this blood up on an altar outside the Temple is liable to 
receive karet, the punishment received by one who offers a sacrifice 
outside the Temple. 


a» yna ya Tye 


mawn Anbnns }i12 Wy :M5931V2x Rav Pappa says: There are some respects in which the blood of the 
jajo last three placements of a sin offering is treated like the blood pre- 
‘sented at the outset," i.e., like the blood of the first placement, and 
there are some respects in which the blood of the last three place- 
ments is treated like the blood presented at the end, i.e., like the 
remainder of the blood ofa sin offering. 


ASN TT MW > mt maby in Rav Pappa elaborates: With regard to liability for presenting blood 
jobnns -wyw , pma Outside the Temple, and concerning the prohibition against pre- 
as: ` senting blood at night, and with regard to the disqualification of a 
non-priest from presenting blood and his liability for death at the 
hand of Heaven ifhe presents blood in the Temple, and with regard 
to the requirement that the blood that is to be presented must first 
be placed in a service vessel, and that the blood must be placed on 
the corner of the altar, and that the placement must be performed 
with the priest’s finger, and concerning the obligation to launder’ 
a garment onto which the blood ofa sin offering sprayed, and finally 
with regard to the requirement of pouring the remainder" of the 
blood on the base of the altar, the last three placements are treated 
like blood presented at the outset, i.e., like the first placement. 


| BACKGROUND - 
Laundering - D123: Should the blood of a sin offering spray onto 
clothing after it has been collected in a sacred vessel and before 
it has been placed on the altar, the clothes must be cleaned with 
water and a cleansing agent. This halakha is unique to sin offer- 
ings and is not required with regard to the blood of other types of 
offerings. In the event that blood is found on the clothing, only the 
affected area requires cleaning, not the entire garment. 


Roman fresco depicting adults and children treading on laundry in tubs 
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But these last three placements may be performed after the death 
of the owner; and they do not render the offering permitted for 
eating, as that was already achieved by means ofthe first placement; 
nor do they render the offering piggul if during these placements 
the priest intended to eat or burn the offering beyond its designated 
time; and similarly, they are not governed by the halakha that if the 
blood enters inside the Sanctuary the sin offering is disqualified. 
With regard to all these matters the blood of the last three place- 
ments is treated like the blood presented at the end, i.e., like the 
remainder of the blood of a sin offering. 


With regard to the obligation to launder a garment onto which the 
blood of a sin offering sprayed, Rav Pappa said: From where do 
I say that this halakha applies even to the blood of the last three 
placements? It is as we learned in a mishna (93a): If the blood of a 
sin offering sprayed directly from the neck" of the animal onto a 
garment," that garment does not require laundering, as the blood 
had never been received in a vessel. Likewise, if the blood sprayed 
onto the garment from the corner of the altar after having been 
placed there, or from the base of the altar after the remainder was 
poured there, the garment does not require laundering. It may be 
inferred from here that blood that sprayed from the corner of the 
altar does not require laundering. But blood that is fit to be placed 
on the corner, as it has not yet been placed, requires laundering, 
and the blood of the last three placements is indeed fit to be placed 
on the corner of the altar. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: But according to your reasoning, 
one can claim in the same manner that it is only blood that sprayed 
from the base of the altar that does not require laundering; but 
blood that is fit for the base of the altar, i.e., what remains of the 
blood after it has been placed on the corners, requires laundering. 
This is difficult, as it is written: “And when there will be sprinkled 
[yizze] of its blood upon any garment” (Leviticus 6:20). The future 
form of the word yizze serves to exclude this blood sprayed onto 
the garment from the corner of the altar, as it has already been 
sprinkled." 


The Gemara explains: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya," as 
we learned in a mishna (110b) that Rabbi Nehemya says: With 
regard to the remainder of the blood of an offering, which was to 
be poured at the base of the altar, if one presented it outside the 
Temple, he is liable. Since Rabbi Nehemya treats the remainder of 
the blood as blood with regard to liability for a service performed 
outside the Temple, he also treats the remainder of the blood of a 
sin offering as blood with regard to laundering. Accordingly, Rav 
Pappa’s inference from the previously cited mishna is valid only 
according to Rabbi Nehemya, but not according to the majority 
opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with him. 


The Gemara challenges the proof even according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya: Say that you heard that Rabbi Nehemya ruled in 
this manner with regard to the offering up of the remainder of the 
blood outside the Temple, just as is the case with regard to limbs 
and fats. Even though the offering of the limbs and fats is not indis- 
pensable for atonement, one who offers them outside the Temple is 
liable. But did you also hear him say this with regard to laundering, 
that one must launder a garment sprayed with the remainder of the 
blood of a sin offering? The Gemara answers: Yes, we also heard 
Rabbi Nehemya rule in this manner with regard to laundering. 


Sprayed from the neck onto a garme 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
Sprayed from the neck — 8387 p3 1): It is derived from 
the verse: “And when there is sprinkled of its blood upon 
any garment” (Leviticus 6:20), that only blood that is fit for 
sprinkling is included in this halakha, not blood that has 
already been sprinkled or that has not yet been rendered 
fit for sprinkling. 


In accordance with whose opinion is this, Rabbi 
Nehemya — mam +3102 X7: The commentary here fol- 
lows Rashi, who understands that this is a continuation of 
the Gemara’s rejection of the opinion of Rav Pappa. Rashi’s 
interpretation can be summarized as follows: If one infers 
from the mishna as proposed, one should infer likewise 
with regard to the subsequent clause. This inference is 
possible only according the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, 
whereas according to the disputing opinion of the Rabbis 
there is no requirement to launder a garment in which the 
remainder of the blood of a sin offering has been absorbed. 
The Gemara proceeds to question whether this is in fact 
the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, and eventually concludes, 
on the following amud, that this is not the case. 

Other commentaries maintain the opposite, that this 
paragraph is an answer to the previous difficulty raised 
against the opinion of Rav Pappa. Rav Pappa's proof from 
the mishna should not be rejected on account of the 
fact that one can infer in a similar manner from its latter 
clause, as according to Rabbi Nehemya that inference is 
indeed valid. Admittedly, this means that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, while 
the halakha is not in accordance with his opinion, but this 
does prove the basic point that the halakha of launder- 
ing a garment applies to blood for which one is liable for 
sacrificing outside the Temple (Josafot). Tosafot provide 
an alternative explanation, that the suggested inference 
from the latter clause is according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Nehemya, whereas the first part of the mishna is according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis, and therefore Rav Pappa’s 
proof remains valid (see Keren Ora). 


nt - by amawi pa a is the blood of a sin offering that was properly received into a 


‘aa: If the blood of a sin offering sprayed directly from the service vessel and that is fit to be placed upon the altar (Ram- 


animal's neck, or from the altar, onto a ga 
spilled on the floor and was collected 


rment, or ifthe blood bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:6). 
in a vessel and then 


sprayed onto a garment, the garment does not require launder- 
ing. The only blood that causes a garment to require laundering 


Exclude this as it has already been sprinkled - %23% my bp 
mam: If the priest performed the four placements of a sin 
offering and afterward some of the remaining blood in the 
service vessel sprayed onto a garment, that garment does not 
require laundering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 8:7). 
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Perek IV 
Daf 39 Amuda 


NOTES 


And blood that is poured into the Temple drain - O27) 
mary paw: This is referring to blood that is entirely 
disqualified from being used for any service, e.g., blood 
from an animal's neck that was not received in a service 
vessel. This blood was poured into a drainage channel that 
passed through the Temple, from where it emptied into 
the Kidron River. 


When that baraita is taught it is referring to the last 
three placements of a sin offering - vwa KIKD D 
Dxenaw niaya: According to Rashi, this statement is part 
of the Gemara’s difficulty. In other words, one cannot 
prove from this baraita that according to Rabbi Nehemya a 
garment that absorbs some of the remainder of the blood 
requires laundering, as the baraita is referring to the last 
three placements. Some commentaries maintain that the 
word: Rather, should be included in the text of the Gemara 
here. This term indicates a change from the previous line 
of thought. According to this explanation, the Gemara is 
emphasizing that Rav Pappa's proof is valid, as this baraita 
is evidently not in accordance only with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya but applies even in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (see Tosafot on 39a). 


Rather, when that baraita is taught, etc. — Kun +3 xx 
“131x717: That is, the Gemara returns to the previous inter- 
pretation, that the term: Blood that requires the base, is a 

reference to the remainder of the blood. But it is not refer- 
ring to a standard sin offering, sacrificed on the external 

altar; rather, it is referring to the blood of a sin offering 

sacrificed on the inner altar. According to certain opinions 

the pouring of the remainder of the blood of such sin offer- 
ings is indispensable, and therefore the halakha of piggul 
applies to them. If so, this baraita cannot be cited as proof 
with regard to Rabbi Nehemya’s opinion as to whether a 

garment that absorbs the blood of a sin offering sacrificed 

on the external altar requires laundering. 
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And this is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to blood 
that requires the base of the altar, presumably a reference to 
the remainder of the blood of a sin offering, which must be 
poured on the base of the altar, it requires laundering; and 
improper intent is effective with regard to it, i.e., if the priest 
poured such blood with the intent to partake of the sacrificial 
meat beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul; and one 
who offers it up outside the Temple is liable. 


And conversely, with regard to blood that is poured into the 
Temple courtyard drain" that passed through the Temple and 
emptied into the Kidron River, which is blood that has been 
become disqualified, it does not require laundering, and 
improper intent is not effective with regard to it, and one 
who offers it up outside the Temple is exempt. 


The Gemara inquires: About whom did you learn that he said 
that one who offers up the remainder of the blood outside 
the Temple is liable? It is Rabbi Nehemya who says this, and 
he states in this baraita that a garment that was sprayed with 
such blood requires laundering. 


The Gemara asks: And is improper intent effective with regard 
to blood that must be poured on the base of the altar? But 
isn’t it taught in a baraita discussing the intent that renders 
an offering piggul: The possibility of piggul applies only with 
regard to a service that is indispensable for atonement. This 
serves to exclude pouring the remainder of the blood on the 
altar and burning the sacrificial portions on the altar, actions 
that are not indispensable for atonement, concerning which 
the halakha is that improper intent is not effective with regard 
to them. 


Rather, when that baraita is taught, stating that blood that 
requires the base requires laundering, it is not referring to the 
remainder of the blood after the placements have been com- 
pleted. Instead, it is referring to the blood that is to be used for 
the last three placements of the blood ofa sin offering." 


The Gemara asks: If so, is it correct to describe this blood as 
requiring the base of the altar? After all, this blood goes to the 
corner of the altar, not the base. The Gemara answers: Say that 
this means: Blood that becomes required for the base, i.e., 
blood that in the end, after the placements are completed, will 
be poured on the base of the altar. The Gemara further asks: 
But is improper intent effective with regard to the blood of 
the last three placements of the blood ofa sin offering? Didn’t 
you say that this blood does not render the offering permitted 
for eating, nor does it render the offering piggul, and it is not 
governed by the halakha that if the blood enters inside the 
Sanctuary the sin offering is disqualified? With regard to all 
these matters the blood of the last three placements is treated 
like the blood presented at the end, i.e., like the remainder of 
the blood of a sin offering. 


The Gemara explains: Rather, when that baraita is taught," 
stating that blood requiring the base requires laundering, and 
improper intent is effective with regard to it, and one who 
presents of it outside the Temple is liable, it is indeed referring 
to the remainder of the blood after the placements have been 
completed. It is stated not with regard to the remainder of the 
blood of a standard sin offering, but with regard to the remain- 
der of the blood of inner sin offerings, which are brought on 
the inner altar located inside the Sanctuary. 
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The Gemara asks: But if that is the case, with regard to the remainder 
of the blood of external sin offerings that are brought on the external 
altar, what is the halakha? Is one who presents them outside the Temple 
exempt? If so, rather than teaching the halakha of disqualified blood 
that is poured into the Temple courtyard drain, let the baraita distin- 
guish and teach the halakha within the case of the remainder of the 
blood itself, in the following manner: In what case is this statement 
said? In a case of the blood of sin offerings brought on the inner altar. 
But in the case of the blood of sin offerings brought on the external 
altar, one who offers up such an offering outside the Temple is exempt. 


The Gemara answers: The baraita could not have made such a distinc- 
tion, for in accordance with whose opinion is this ruling? It is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya," who says: With regard to 
the remainder of the blood of a sin offering brought on the external 
altar, in a case where one presented it outside the Temple, he is liable. 
And therefore, were the tanna to contrast the halakha of the blood 
of sin offerings brought on the external altar with that of the blood 
of sin offerings brought on the inner altar, he would not have been 
able to teach three rulings of exemptions’ corresponding to three 
rulings of liabilities, as Rabbi Nehemya maintains that even with regard 
to the remainder of the blood ofa sin offering brought on the external 
altar, if one presents it outside the Temple he is liable. Therefore, 
the tanna preferred to compare the halakhot of the remainder of the 
blood of inner sin offerings to the disqualified blood that is poured 
into the Temple courtyard drain, so that he could list three lenient 
rulings alongside three stringent ones. 


Q The Gemara returns to discuss the statement of Rav Pappa, that a 
garment sprayed by blood from the last three placements of the blood 
of a sin offering requires laundering, and to his proof from the mishna 
that states that if the blood ofa sin offering sprayed onto a garment from 
the corner of the altar or from the base of the altar, the garment does 
not require laundering. Ravina says, in answer to the objection raised 
against Rav Pappa above, that according to Rav Pappa the mishna (93a) 
should be understood as follows: The term: From the corner, means 
from the corner, literally, after the blood was placed there, and therefore 
Rav Pappa could infer from this that blood that is fit to be placed on the 
corner, including the blood to be used for the last three sprinklings, 
requires laundering. But the term: From the base of the altar, does not 
mean from the base, literally. Rather, it means: From blood that is fit 
for the base of the altar, i.e., from the remainder of the blood, which is 
to be poured on the base. 


Rav Tahlifa bar Gazza said to Ravina: One can say a different explana- 
tion, that both this and that, i.e., the term: From the corner, and the 
term: From the base, are referring to blood that is fit for the corner or 
the base, in which case the mishna teaches that a garment sprayed by 
the blood that was to be used for the last three placements of a sin 
offering does not require laundering, contrary to the opinion of Rav 
Pappa. Ravina replied: What is this claim? Now that you say that blood 
which is fit for the corner does not require laundering, is it necessary 
to state that the same applies to blood that is merely fit for the base 
of the altar? That ruling would be unnecessary. Rather, it must be 
that the term: From the corner, means from the corner, literally," 
i.e. that the blood has already been placed there, whereas the term: 
From the base, means from blood that is fit for the base, i.e., from the 
remainder of the blood, which is to be poured on the base. 


NOTES 


In accordance with whose opinion is this, 
it is Rabbi Nehemya — S77 TAM 9371319 NT: 

Rashi explains that the liability for sacrific- 
ing part of an offering outside the Temple 


depends on 


whether the sacrifice of that part 
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NOTES 


From the corner literally — wa 117 pa: As proof for his opinion 
that a garment that absorbed from the blood of the last three 
placements of a sin offering requires laundering, Rav Pappa 
cited the statement of the mishna: If the blood sprayed from the 
corner or from the base the garment does not require launder- 
ing. Rav Pappa inferred from this statement that if the blood was 
fit for the corner, i.e., the blood of the last three placements of a 
sin offering, the garment does require laundering. The Gemara 


subsequently raised a difficulty against this proof: By the same 
reasoning one could infer that a garment that absorbs blood 
that is fit for the base requires laundering, and this is not the 
halakha. Ravina counters this claim by explaining that while 
the term: From the corner, means literally from the corner, the 
term: From the base, does not mean literally from the base, i.e., 
blood that sprayed from the base after the remaining blood has 
been poured there. His reasoning is that once it has been taught 


that a garment that absorbs blood sprayed from the corner 
does not require laundering it is unnecessary to say that the 
same applies to blood from the base. Instead, this clause is refer- 
ring to blood that is fit for the base, i.e., the remainder of the 
blood before it has been poured. The mishna is teaching that 
although the mitzva of pouring has not yet been performed 
with this blood, a garment that absorbs this blood does not 
require laundering. 
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NOTES 
Bull of Yom Kippur - Diaan DY 39: The bull of Yom 
Kippur is not mentioned in this chapter of the Torah at all. 
Yet, since its service is similar to that of these bulls in that 
the High Priest sprinkles its blood seven times on the 
Curtain, one can derive the details of its service from the 
bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest. 


Perek IV 
Daf 39 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 

Anointed priest — mwn iia: When the anointing oil was 
available, until the time of King Josiah, who sequestered it 
together with the Ark of the Covenant and the tablets, the 
High Priest would be consecrated by anointment with this 
special oil. After that point, the High Priest was inaugurated 
without being anointed; the appointment was simply pro- 
nounced publicly, and the new High Priest would proceed 
to don the eight garments of the High Priest and perform 
his service. 


HALAKHA 


Goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship — 
MATA yyw: The Torah does not specify what must be 

done with the blood of the goat for an unwitting com- 
munal sin of idol worship. The Sages derived that as this 

offering is brought to atone for an unwitting communal 

sin, it should be treated like the bull brought to atone for an 

unwitting communal sin, with regard to the sprinkling, the 

burning of the flesh, and the fact that they render ritually 
impure those individuals who burn the flesh (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:16). 
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§ The mishna teaches: With regard to all the offerings whose blood 

is to be placed on the inner altar, which are the bull and goat of 
Yom Kippur, the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, the 

bull for an unwitting communal sin, and the goat for an unwitting 

communal sin of idol worship, if the priest omitted even one of the 

placements, it is as though he did not facilitate atonement. The 

Sages taught in a baraita: The Torah first discusses the bull for an 

unwitting sin of the anointed priest and afterward the bull for an 

unwitting communal sin, concerning which it states: “And he shall 

do with the bull, as he did with the bull for a sin offering” (Leviticus 

4:20). It may be asked: This phrase: “And he shall do...as he did,” 
what does this come to teach? All the details stated with regard to 

the first bull, i.e., that of the anointed priest, seem to be stated 

explicitly with regard to the second bull as well. 


Rather, the verse comes to repeat the halakha of the sprinkling of 
the blood, as though it were written twice with regard to the same 
bull. This repetition of the halakha indicates that the sprinkling is 
indispensable, thereby teaching that if the priest omitted one of 
the placements he has done nothing. I have a derivation only with 
regard to the seven placements on the Curtain separating between 
the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, that they are indispensable, as 
these seven are indispensable in all cases, as the Gemara will 
explain (40a). From where is it derived that the same applies to 
the four placements on the inner altar? The verse states: “So shall 
he do” (Leviticus 4:20). 


The baraita continues: The verse states: “And he shall do with the 
bull” (Leviticus 4:20); this alludes to a different bull whose service 
is similar, namely the bull of Yom Kippur." 


“As he did with the bull” (Leviticus 4:20); this is a reference to 
the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest,’ teaching that 
all of the sprinklings of the blood of this bull are also indispensable. 

“A sin offering”; these are the goats for an unwitting communal 
sin of idol worship," teaching that they are offered in the same 
manner as the bull for an unwitting communal sin, their blood 
being sprinkled in the Sanctuary and their flesh burned. One might 
have thought that I should include also the goats of the Festivals 
and the goats sacrificed on the New Moons," which are communal 
offerings as well, i.e., that their service should be performed inside 
the Sanctuary like that of the bull for an unwitting communal sin. 
Therefore, the verse states: “So shall he do with this” (Leviticus 
4:20), which indicates that this service is performed only with this 
animal and not with the goats of the Festivals or the goats of the 
New Moons. 


Goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship — yyw 
myg atia: The offerings brought for an unwitting sin of idol 


NOTES 


where the Sanhedrin issued a mistaken ruling with regard to idol 
worship and the community followed their ruling. 


worship are outlined in Numbers 15:22-31. The verses there 


state only the basic halakha that in addition to a bull as a burnt 
offering, a goat as a sin offering must be brought on behalf of 
the community. Since the Torah does not provide the details of 
the service of this goat, they are derived from the halakhot of the 
bull for an unwitting communal sin. The connection between 
these two offerings is clear, as the sacrifice of these animals 
serves to atone for an unwitting communal sin, i.e., in a case 


The goats of the Festivals and the goats sacrificed on the 
New Moons - miT wx pvt moan pyw: These goats 
are also communal sin offerings, and the verse uses an expres- 
sion of atonement with regard to them (see Numbers 28:22). 
Consequently, one might have thought that their blood 
should also be sprinkled inside the Sanctuary and their flesh 
burned. 
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The Gemara asks: And what did you see to include these goats for 
an unwitting communal sin of idol worship and to exclude those 

goats sacrificed on the Festivals and the New Moons? The Gemara 

answers: After noting that the verse included some offerings and 

excluded others, one can say: I include these goats for an unwit- 
ting communal sin of idol worship, as they atone for the known 

transgression ofa mitzva, i.e., idol worship, and therefore they are 

similar to the bull for an unwitting communal sin, which is brought 
for an erroneous ruling of the Sanhedrin with regard to a specific 

mitzva. And I exclude those goats sacrificed on the Festivals and 

the New Moons, as they do not atone for the known transgres- 
sion of a mitzva, but rather they atone for the unwitting defilement 

of the Temple or its sacrificial foods. 


The baraita resumes its interpretation of the verse. “And the priest 
shall make atonement”; this teaches that atonement is achieved 
even if the Elders did not place their hands on the head of the 
bull as they are commanded to do (see Leviticus 4:15). “And they 
shall be forgiven”; this teaches that atonement is achieved even if 
the priest did not place the remainder" of the blood on the base 
of the altar, as is required (see Leviticus 4:7). 


The Gemara again asks: And as the verse does not specify which 

aspects of the service are included and which are excluded, what 

did you see to disqualify the offering in the case of the seven 

sprinklings; how did you derive that the phrase “And he shall do... 
as he did” teaches that the seven sprinklings are indispensable? And 

what did you see to render the offering fit in the absence of placing 
hands on the head of the offering and pouring out the remainder 
of the blood on the base of the altar, based on the words “And the 

priest shall make atonement...and they shall be forgiven”? 


The Gemara answers: You should say the following logical argu- 
ment: I disqualify the offering in the absence of the seven sprin- 
klings, as these seven sprinklings are indispensable in all cases, 
as will be explained (40a), and I render the offering fit in the 
absence of placing hands on the head of the offering and in the 
absence of the pouring of the remainder of the blood onto the base 
of the altar, as these are not indispensable in all cases, and there- 
fore it is reasonable to conclude that they are not indispensable 
here either. 


NOTES 


And he shall make atonement, even if they did not place 
hands - aD sow why As 583): The phrase “And the priest shall 
make atonement” indicates that atonement is achieved even 
when notall the actions stated in the Torah have been performed. 
Although placing hands is never indispensable, one might 
have thought that since the Torah is particular that the service 
of these offerings should be performed in an entirely correct 


Even if they did not place their hands - 29 Kow oP) by JX: 
Placing hands on the head of an offering is not indispensable for 
atonement. Nevertheless, one who neglects to do so is consid- 
ered as though he has not achieved full atonement (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 3:12). 


HALAKHA 


manner, perhaps this includes even placing hands. The com- 
mentaries explain that the Gemara does not find it necessary 
to derive from a verse the fact that the sacrificial portions that 
are consumed on the altar are not indispensable, as they are 
consumed after all the actions involving the blood have been 
completed, whereas placing hands occurs before the animal is 
slaughtered (Tosafot). 


Even if he did not place the remainder - (m3 xow » by qx 
wvv: One who pours the remainder of the blood outside the 
Temple is exempt, even in the case of the remainder of the blood 
of sin offerings brought in the Sanctuary. The reason is that the 
pouring of the remainder of the blood is not indispensable for 
achieving atonement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:4). 


0b A11 PID ZEVAHIM: PEREKIV-39B 223 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek IV 
Daf go Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Leprous marks — 0433: The halakhot of tzara‘at, traditionally 
rendered as leprosy but not necessarily identified medically 
with that illness, are recorded in the Torah in Leviticus, chap- 
ters 13-14. They are detailed in tractate Nega‘im, which deals 
exclusively with the different types of leprosy. The halakha 
distinguishes between the ritual impurity of a quarantined 
leper, i.e., a suspected leper who is isolated for a period of 
up to two weeks until his status is clarified, and that of a 
confirmed leper. A confirmed leper must grow his hair long, 
rend his garments, and cover his head in a particular way. Part 
of the purification process of a leper involves removing of all 
of his body hair. 


Tent of Meeting - win bats: The term: Tent of Meeting, is 
another name for the Tabernacle (see Exodus 27:21). The 
name derives from the fact that this location was where man 
encountered the Divine. In the wilderness, it was the principal 
spot of God's communications to Moses. 


HALAKHA 


In the case of the red heifer and in the purification of 
leprous marks — DY 7792: If the priest performing the 
service of the red heifer omits one of the seven sprinklings 
that are sprinkled toward the Sanctuary, he has disqualified 
the heifer, as stated in the mishna in Menahot (27b). Likewise, 
with regard to the purification of a leper, if the /og of oil was 
spilled after the priest had placed some of the oil on his palm 
and had started to sprinkle toward the Holy of Holies, but 
before he had completed all seven sprinklings, he must bring 
a new log and start the seven sprinklings afresh (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 477 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 5:5). 
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The Gemara analyzes the baraita in detail. The Master said in the 
baraita: I have a derivation only with regard to the seven place- 
ments on the Curtain separating between the Sanctuary and Holy 
of Holies, that they are indispensable, as these seven are indis- 
pensable in all cases. The Gemara asks: Where are the seven 
indispensable? Rav Pappa says: In the case of the red heifer (see 
Numbers 19:2-4), and in the purification process of one afflicted 
with leprous marks (see Leviticus 14:16) 84" 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived that the same 
applies to the four placements on the inner altar? The verse states: 
“So shall he do” (Leviticus 4:20). The Gemara asks: What is dif- 
ferent about seven placements, that they should be indispens- 
able? If you say that the reason is that the seven placements are 
written and repeated, by means of the terms “And he shall do...as 
he did,” which teaches that they are indispensable, I can say that 
the four placements as well are written and repeated. Why then 

should their halakha be any different? 


Rabbi Yirmeya says: This is necessary only according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that only two place- 
ments are written in this chapter, while the other two are derived 
through a juxtaposition. Consequently, a specific derivation is 
required for these. As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the 
placements on the inner altar: Above, in the case of the bull for an 
unwitting sin of the anointed priest, the verse states corner in the 
plural form of corners (see Leviticus 4:7), i.e., it says “corners 
[karnot],” in the plural, where it could have written corner, in the 
singular. These are two corners. And below, with regard to the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin, it again states corner in the plural 
form of corners (see Leviticus 4:18). Together these amount to 
four" corners. This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: This derivation is not necessary," as it states 
in these same verses: “And he shall put of the blood upon the 
corners of the altar which is before the Lord, which is in the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:18 ).™ The superfluous expression “in the 
Tent of Meeting” teaches that the blood must be placed on all the 
comers of the altar that are stated with regard to the Tent of 
Meeting, i.e., on all four corners. The Gemara asks: And Rabbi 
Yehuda, what does he do with the phrase “so shall he do,” which 
Rabbi Shimon interprets as referring to the four placements? 


NOTES 


In the case of the red heifer and in the purification of 
leprous marks — wya 7792: In the case of the red heifer 
the priest sprinkles its blood seven times toward the Tent of 
Meeting, and the verse concerning it states: “Statute” (Num- 
bers 19:2), which indicates that all services mentioned in that 
passage are indispensable. Similarly, the purification ritual of 
a leper involves seven sprinklings of oil, and the verse states 
concerning it: “This shall be the law of the leper” (Leviticus 14:2). 
The term “law” teaches that these services are indispensable 
(see Menghot 19a). 


Corner, corners, four — yar M272 117: Although one of the 
terms “corners” is written in the context of the bull for an unwit- 
ting sin of the anointed priest while the other is written in the 
context of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, the halakhot 
of these two types of offerings are derived from each other, as 
it is stated in the baraita: “As he did with the bull” (Leviticus 
4:20); this is the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest. 


Is not necessary — PY% iv: Some commentaries explain 
that the dispute between Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda 
concerns the issue of whether the manner in which the verses 


in the Torah are written is authoritative, and whether one can 
therefore derive halakhot based on the spelling of the words. 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that one does derive halakhot in this man- 
ner, and therefore one reads the verse as if it states: Corner 
[karnat], as the word karnot is written without the vav that 
indicates the plural form. Conversely, Rabbi Shimon holds that 
the vocalization of the Torah is authoritative, meaning that one 
derives halakhot based on the pronunciation of the words 
even when it diverges from the spelling, and accordingly, the 
word is read as a plural form (Ra’avad; see Rashi and Tosafot). 


As it states, in the Tent of Meeting - “yin Sawa MİN NIITIT: 
This superfluous phrase is stated with regard to the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin: “And he shall put from the blood 
upon the corners of the altar that is before the Lord, which is 
in the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:18), and similarly in connec- 
tion with the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest 
(Leviticus 4:7). Since it is known that the incense altar is inside 
the Tent of Meeting, this phrase is interpreted as serving to 
teach that the priest must place the blood on all the corners 
of the inner altar. 
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The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehuda requires this verse for 
that which is taught in a baraita: As we did not learn with regard 
to the bull of Yom Kippur that placing hands is required, i.e., 
that the High Priest must place his hands on this animal before 
it is slaughtered, and likewise it is not stated that the remainder 
of its blood must be poured on the base of the altar. From where 
is it derived that these actions must be performed? The verse 
states: “So shall he do.” 


The Gemara asks: And did we not learn with regard to the bull of 
Yom Kippur that these requirements apply? But you said earlier 
in the baraita: “With the bull” (Leviticus 4:20); this alludes to the 
bull of Yom Kippur, which indicates that all the rites performed 
in connection with the bull for an unwitting communal sin apply 
also to the bull of Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara answers: The derivation from the phrase “so shall he 
do” was necessary, as it could enter your mind to say that this 
matter, the comparison between the bull for an unwitting com- 
munal sin and the bull of Yom Kippur, applies only to a service 
that is indispensable for atonement, e.g., the sprinkling of the 
blood. But with regard to a service that is not indispensable for 
atonement, such as placing hands on the head of the animal or 
pouring out the remainder of the blood, one might say that these 
actions need not be performed. Therefore, the verse teaches us: 


“So shall he do,” i.e., these services, too, must be performed with 


the bull of Yom Kippur. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what does he do with 
this phrase: “In the Tent of Meeting,” from which Rabbi Yehuda 
derives that the blood must be placed on all four corners of the 
altar? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Shimon requires the phrase “in 
the Tent of Meeting” to teach that if the roof of the Sanctuary® 
was breached"! by a hole, the priest would not sprinkle the 
blood, as it would no longer be called the Tent of Meeting. The 
Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabbi Yehuda, from where 
does he derive this halakha? The Gemara explains that Rabbi 
Yehuda derives it from the superfluous term “which is in the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7, 18). The Gemara asks: And the other 


tanna, Rabbi Shimon? He does not interpret the term “which is” 


as he maintains that this expression is not significant enough to 
serve as the source of a halakha. 


Abaye said: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda as well, 
it was necessary to learn from the phrase “so shall he do” that 
the four placements are indispensable. As it might enter your 
mind to say that just as it is with regard to placing hands and 
the remainder of the blood, that even though they are written 
and repeated they are not indispensable, so too, the four place- 
ments of blood should not be indispensable. Therefore, the 
phrase “so shall he do” teaches us that this is not the case, and 
the four sprinklings are indeed indispensable. 


Sanctuary — bon: The Sanctuary was the inner section of the 
Temple, between the Entrance Hall and the Holy of Holies. It was 
a roofed area, one hundred cubits high, in the west of the Temple 
courtyard. It contained the seven-branched Candelabrum, the 
golden Table for the shewbread, and the incense altar, or golden 
altar. On its western side was the Holy of Holies. The term Sanctu- 
ary is sometimes used also in reference to the entire building. 


Sanctuary in Solomon's Temple, which contained multiple Candelabra and Tables 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 
That if the roof of the Sanctuary was breached - oxw 
bonbw mapa ANN: If the roof was breached, the Sanc- 
tuary, which corresponds to the Tent of Meeting in the 
Tabernacle, is no longer considered a tent, and therefore 
one may not place the blood on the inner altar. 


HALAKHA 
Roof of the Sanctuary was breached — mpa nnna) 
bon by: If the roof of the Sanctuary opened, ‘the High 
Priest would not perform the sprinklings of Yom Kippur 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 
5:23 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


Actions performed in white garments, etc. - 0°37 
^a EY 13 DWYT: All the actions performed by the 
High Priest in white garments inside the Sanctuary on 
Yom Kippur must be performed in the correct order. If he 
performed these rites in the incorrect order, he has done 
nothing, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:1, 
and see Lehem Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


White garments — Ey Yna: This term refers to the four 
garments that the High Priest wore when he entered 
he Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur. They were the tunic, 
he trousers, the mitre, and the sash. These garments 
were made entirely of white linen and lacked the gold 
hreads present in the High Priest's usual garments. They 
resembled those garments worn by an ordinary priest 
hroughout the year, except that the sash worn by an 
ordinary priest was made of a combination of wool and 
inen. 


High Priest entering the Holy of Holies in white garments 
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If he performed the atonement he has finished - %93 OX 
Tya: In other words, if he has performed the act that facilitates 
atonement in all cases, which is the sprinkling of the blood, it 
is as though he has finished the entire service, as nothing else 
is indispensable. Although he must still pour the remainder of 
the blood, the main part of the service has been completed 
(Rashi). 


If he finished he has facilitated atonement - 393 mea OX: 
That is, he facilitated atonement only if he finished the entire 
service, including pouring the remainder of the blood (Rashi). 
According to this interpretation, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that 
the pouring of the remainder of the blood is indispensable. 
Others contend the opposite, that Rabbi Yehuda is saying that if 
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§ The baraita teaches: “With the bull” (Leviticus 4:20), this 
alludes to the bull of Yom Kippur. To what halakha does this 
statement relate? If it serves to teach that all matters stated with 
regard to the bull of Yom Kippur are indispensable, this is obvious, 
since the word “statute” is written concerning it: “And this shall 
be an everlasting statute to you” (Leviticus 16:29), and there is a 
principle that halakhot described as statutes are indispensable. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: This statement is necessary only 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says: When the 
term “statute” is written concerning the Yom Kippur service, indi- 
cating that no details may be altered, it is written only with regard 
to actions performed in white garments" inside the Holy of 
Holies, e.g., burning the incense and sprinkling the blood, which 
are the essential services of the day, and it teaches that if the High 
Priest performed one of the actions before another, i.e., not in 
the proper order, he has done nothing. 


But with regard to those actions performed in white garments 

outside, in the Sanctuary, if he performed one action before 

another, what he did is done and he is not required to repeat the 

rite. Consequently, one might say that from the fact that their 
order is not indispensable, it may be derived that the sprinklings, 
i.e., placements, themselves are also not indispensable. Therefore, 
the term “with the bull” teaches us that the placements are indeed 

indispensable. 


Rav Pappa objects to this: And how can you say this, that Rabbi 
Yehuda derives from here that the placements are indispensable? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse discussing the Yom Kippur 
service states: “And when he has finished atoning for the Sanctu- 
ary” (Leviticus 16:20). This indicates that if he performed the 
atonement, i.e., the sprinklings, inside the Sanctuary, he has fin- 
ished" the order of the service, even though he has not poured the 
remainder of the blood on the base of the altar; and if he did not 


perform the atonement, he has not finished; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him: For what reason do we not say: If 
he finished the entire service, which includes sprinkling the blood 
in the Sanctuary and pouring the remainder of the blood onto 
the base of the altar, he has facilitated atonement; and if he 
did not finish, he has not facilitated atonement? This indicates 
that Rabbi Yehuda derives from this verse the halakha that the 
sprinklings in the Sanctuary are indispensable. 


Rav Pappa says: This reference to the bull of Yom Kippur in the 
term “with the bull,’ is necessary only" to apply to the bull of 
Yom Kippur three halakhot that are derived from that which is 
stated with regard to the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed 
priest: “And the priest shall immerse his finger [et etzba’o] in the 
blood” (Leviticus 4:6). These halakhot can be summarized in the 
shortened form: Et, blood, and with immersion.’ The Gemara 
elaborates: With regard to the word et, Rav Aha bar Yaakov says: 
This word is necessary only to render fit 


NOTES 


the High Priest finished the sprinkling he facilitated atonement, 
while pouring the remainder of the blood is not indispens- 
able, whereas Rabbi Akiva maintains that the pouring of the 
remainder of the blood is indispensable to achieve atonement 
(Ra‘avya, citing the Jerusalem Talmud). 


Is necessary only, etc. - 3) Kby KIWI xb: In other words, 
derivation of the baraita with regard to the bull of Yom Kippur 
is from the bull for the unwitting sin of the anointed priest, 
which is also alluded to in the verse discussing the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin. Since the bull of Yom Kippur and the 
bull for the unwitting sin of the anointed priest are both alluded 
to in this verse, they are considered to be juxtaposed with each 
other (Rashi). Rabbeinu Tam maintains that the fact that both 


are alluded to in that verse is insufficient for a juxtaposition. 
He contends that the halakha of the bull of Yom Kippur is not 
derived from the bull for the unwitting sin of the anointed priest 
but from the mention of blood with regard to the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin (see Leviticus 4:17). 


Et, blood, and with immersion — Tyan DI Mx: Since the 
same verse subsequently states: “and sprinkle of the blood” 
(Leviticus 4:6), it must certainly be referring to a priest who 
had already immersed his finger in the blood. If so, the entire 
phrase “and the priest shall immerse his finger in the blood” 
is superfluous and available for exposition (Korban Aharon). 
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service performed by a priest who has a wart or blister on his 
finger." These are not considered an interposition between his finger 
and the blood. With regard to the term “in the blood” (Leviticus 
4:6), this teaches that the blood in the service vessel must be of a 
sufficient measure for immersion" from the outset. The priest 
must initially collect in the vessel enough blood for all the sprin- 
klings, rather than adding blood to the vessel for each sprinkling. 
Finally, the term “and the priest shall immerse" his finger in the 
blood” indicates that there must be enough blood in the vessel such 
that the priest can immerse his finger in it and not have to wipe the 
sides of the utensil to collect blood for sprinkling. 


The Gemara explains: And it was necessary for the verse to state 
both these last two terms. It had to write “in the blood,’’ as had 
the Merciful One written only “and the priest shall immerse,” I 
would say that the sprinklings are valid even if there was not a 
sufficient measure of blood for immersion from the outset, but 
only enough for a single sprinkling, provided that the priest then 
added more blood to the vessel for each sprinkling. Therefore, the 
Merciful One writes “in the blood” to teach that from the outset 
there must be enough blood in the vessel for all the sprinklings. 


And conversely, had the Merciful One written only “in the blood,’ 


I would say that even if there was enough blood in the vessel at the 
outset it is not necessary that there be enough blood for immersion 
for the last sprinklings, as the priest can wipe the sides of the utensil 
to collect blood for sprinkling. Therefore, the Merciful One writes 


“and the priest shall immerse.” 


The Gemara addresses another apparently superfluous phrase in the 
same chapter: “And the priest shall put some of the blood upon the 
corners of the altar of sweet incense before the Lord” (Leviticus 
4:7). Why do I need" the verse to mention the sweet incense? It 
would have been enough to identify the altar as being “before the 
Lord” and one would have understood that the reference is to the 
inner altar. Rather, this serves to teach that if the altar had not been 
inaugurated with sweet incense," the priest would not sprinkle 
blood on it. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Pappa that the superfluous phrase in the passage 
discussing the bull for an unwitting communal sin alludes to the 
bull of Yom Kippur in order to teach the three halakhot of et, in the 
blood, and immersion, from the case of the bull for an unwitting sin 
of the anointed priest, which is also alluded to in that verse. The 
baraita states: “And he shall do with the bull, as he did with the bull 
for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:20). What is the meaning when the 
verse states “with the bull”? This serves to include the bull of 
Yom Kippur for all that is stated in this matter," i.e., in the passage 
concerning the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, 
specifically the halakhot of et, in the blood, and immersion. ‘This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


HALAKHA 


Must be of a sufficient measure for immersion - 073 KPY 
apap yyw: The blood of a sin offering must be sprinkled by the 
priest with his finger. The service vessel must contain a sufficient 
measure of blood for immersing, as the priest should not wipe 
his finger on the side of the vessel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


The altar had not been inaugurated with sweet incense - 
DapT nippa Navan Janna x5: If the inner altar has not been 

inaugurated through the service of the incense, the priest may 

not sprinkle the blood on it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat 
Yom HaKippurim 5:24; see Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:1). 


Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:9, and see Kesef Mishne, Mishne LaMelekh, 


and Hiddushei HaGriz there). 


NOTES 
A wart on his finger — yayyaw max: This is derived from 
the word et, which can have the meaning: With. This 
indicates that some growths or substances on the finger 
are considered like the finger itself (see Or Ha Yashar). 


And he shall immerse —bapy:The verse could have omit- 
ted this term, as in the case of the bull of Yom Kippur: 
“And he shall take from the blood of the bull, and sprinkle 
it with his finger” (Leviticus 16:14), and with regard to the 
goat brought by a Nasi for his unwitting sin: “And the 
priest shall take from the blood of the sin offering with his 
finger, and put it upon the corners of the altar” (Leviticus 
4:25). Here the verse emphasizes the action of immersing 
the finger in blood. 


In the blood - 013: The definite article indicates that 
when the priest immerses his finger for the purpose of 
sprinkling he must do so in the same blood that was 
initially in the vessel. This teaches that from the outset 
the service vessel must contain enough blood for all the 
immersions. The priest may not add a small amount of 
blood to the vessel each time (Ra’avad, in his commen- 
tary to Torat Kohanim). Rashi writes that the priest may 
not receive the blood of the bull in two different vessels, 
each of which contains less than the requisite measure, 
and then join them together (see Menahot 7b). 


The altar of sweet incense, why do | need — nyivp nan 
b ma owap: It is unclear why this phrase is discussed 
here. Rashi states that as the Gemara on the previous 
amud had explained another apparently superfluous 
phrase in that same verse: “Which is in the Tent of Meet- 
ing,’ it analyzes this expression as well. Others say that this 
exposition is another example of a halakha that applies to 
the bull of Yom Kippur that is derived from the bull for an 
unwitting sin of the anointed priest (Tosafot). 


For all that is stated in this matter — java wwaxw ma bab: 

This is referring to the halakhot of et, in the blood, and 

immersion, as explained by Rav Pappa. Furthermore, this 
broad statement also includes the inference from the 
erm “Tent of Meeting” stated on the previous amud, 
and the halakha derived from “the altar of sweet incense,” 
explained earlier. It cannot be referring to the halakha 
hat the sprinklings are indispensable, as this is not stated 
in this matter, i.e., in these specific verses, but is derived 
rom the term “statute” stated with regard to the Yom 

ippur service (Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


A fortiori inference - anim dp: This is not a standard a fortiori 
inference. Generally, an a fortiori inference involves a case 
where one derives that a restriction that applies to a lenient 
case certainly applies to a more severe case. Here, the 
halakhot that are applied from one case to another are not 
necessarily restrictions, as the allowance granted to a priest 
to perform the service with a wart on his finger is a leni- 
ency. Furthermore, the three halakhot in question, i.e., et, 
in the blood, and immersion, are not actually stated in the 
case from which the a fortiori inference is derived, which 
according to the conclusion of the Gemara is the goat of 
Yom Kippur. Rather, this inference merely serves to high- 
light the relationship between the two cases, similar to the 
exegetical method of: Disclosure of the matter, in which a 
similarity is emphasized. 


A case in which the Torah equated one offering with an- 
other offering - ja 1277 Mwnw Dipa: In other words, as 
he service of the bull of Yom Kippur is performed inside the 
Sanctuary like the service of the bull for an unwitting commu- 
nal sin, it is logical that the halakhot stated in this passage in 
Leviticus should apply also to the bull of Yom Kippur, includ- 
ing the three halakhot of et, in the blood, and immersion. The 
verse juxtaposes the bull for an unwitting communal sin with 
he bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, which 
is where the halakhot of et, in the blood, and immersion 
are stated (Rashi). Some commentaries maintain that these 
hree halakhot are derived from the halakhot of the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin itself (Rabbeinu Tam; see Josafot). 


With the bull, this is the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin — nay bw vat obya 39 m9: On daf gia the Gemara will 
pose the obvious: question: Since this verse itself is discussing 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin, why is it necessary 
to include it by means of an exposition? 


That their blood enters the innermost sanctum — D33313% 
ah) mab ot: By contrast, the blood of the bull "for an 
unwitting communal sin and that of the bull for an unwit- 
ing sin of the anointed priest is sprinkled only inside the 
Sanctuary, not the Holy of Holies. This factor serves to refute 
he a fortiori inference, which is based on the idea that there 
is no specific reason to equate the two offerings of Yom 
ippur, as they involve different animals. Once it has been 
shown that these two offerings do have a common element, 
i.e. that their blood enters the innermost sanctum, it can 
be claimed that this common element is the cause of their 
similar halakhot, and therefore the same halakhot need not 
necessarily apply to two different offerings even when they 
involve the same animal. 


The bull for an unwitting communal sin and the goats for 
an unwitting communal sin of idol worship - 33% owy 33 
AN ATAY PYY vay bv: The bull for an unwitting commu- 
nal sin is sacrificed when the community sins unwittingly due 
to an erroneous ruling of the court with regard to a transgres- 
sion whose intentional violation entails karet. The goats for 
an unwitting communal sin of idol worship are brought in a 
similar set of circumstances, in the particular case of the sin 
of idolatry. Accordingly, the goats for an unwitting communal 
sin of idol worship can be considered a particular type of 
offering for an unwitting communal sin. 


The transgressions of a known mitzva — myyt mya nivay: 

The bull for an unwitting communal sin and the goats for an 

unwitting communal sin of idol worship are brought when 

the sin in question is known, but it was performed unwit- 
tingly. By contrast, the bull and goat of Yom Kippur atone for 
the defiling of the Temple, by entering it while ritually impure, 
or the defiling of its sacrificial foods, by partaking of them 
while ritually impure, when these transgressions are entirely 
unknown and there is merely a concern that they might have 
occurred (see Shevuot 2a). 
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Rabbi Yishmael said: This inclusion is unnecessary, as these 
halakhot can be derived via an a fortiori inference:" Just as in a 
case in which one offering is not equated with another offering 
of a different type of animal, the Torah equated the actions of 
sprinkling the blood in one offering with the actions of the blood 
in the other offering, as will be explained, in a case in which the 
Torah equated one offering with another offering, i.e., the bull 
for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest and the bull of Yom 
Kippur, isn’t it logical that the Torah should equate the actions 
of sprinkling the blood in the one offering with the actions of 
the blood in the other offering? Therefore, the derivation by way 
of a special inclusion is not necessary. 


Rather, what is the meaning when the verse states: “And he shall 
do with the bull, as he did with the bull for a sin offering”? With 
regard to the first instance of “with the bull,” this is the bull for 
an unwitting communal sin.“’ And with regard to the second 
instance of “with the bull,” this is the bull for an unwitting sin 
of the anointed priest. And the verse serves to teach that just as 
in the first case, if the priest omitted one of the sprinklings, he 
has done nothing, the same is true in the second case. 


The Gemara clarifies the baraita. The Master said above: Just as 
in a case in which one offering is not equated with another 
offering. What is the meaning of the expression: One offering 
is not equated with another offering? Which offerings are not 
brought from the same type of animal, but nevertheless the 
halakhot governing the sprinkling of their blood are the same? 


If we say that Rabbi Yishmael is referring to the bull of Yom 
Kippur and the goat of Yom Kippur, and from them he derives 
by way of an a fortiori inference that the actions concerning the 
bull of Yom Kippur are the same as those concerning the bull 
for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, which are the same 
animal, this can be refuted as follows: What is notable about 
these offerings, the bull and the goat of Yom Kippur? They are 
notable in that their blood enters the innermost sanctum," 
the Holy of Holies. This is not so of the bull for an unwitting 
sin of the anointed priest, the blood of which is sprinkled only 
in the outer area of the Sanctuary. 


Rather, say that the reference here is to the bull for an unwitting 
communal sin and the goats for an unwitting communal sin of 
idol worship." But once again this claim can be refuted: What 
is notable about these offerings? They are notable in that they 
both atone for the transgressions of a known mitzva," whereas 
the bull of Yom Kippur atones for unknown transgressions (see 
Shevuot 2a). 


Rather, the reference here is to the bull for an unwitting com- 
munal sin and the goat of Yom Kippur, and this is what Rabbi 
Yishmael is saying: Just as in a case in which one offering is not 
equated with another offering, as this is a bull and that is a goat, 
nevertheless the actions of sprinkling the blood in one offering 
are equated with the actions of the blood in the other offering 
with regard to that which is written concerning it, in a case in 
which one offering is equated with another offering, i.e., the 
bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest and the bull of 
Yom Kippur, as this is a bull and that is a bull, isn’t it logical 


BACKGROUND 


The bull for an unwitting communal sin - bw qa owy RE) 
way: This bull serves as a communal sin offering. Itis brought 
following an active unwitting transgression committed by the 
Jewish people as the result of an erroneous halakhic decision 
handed down by the Great Sanhedrin. Members of the Sanhed- 
rin perform the ritual of placing their hands on the head of the 


offering. As in the case of the bull of the anointed priest, the 
blood of this sacrifice is sprinkled against the Curtain dividing 
the Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies, and on the inner altar. 
The sacrificial portions are burned on the altar, while the rest 
of the flesh and the skin are burned outside Jerusalem in the 
place of the ashes. 
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that the actions of sprinkling the blood in one offering are equated 
with the actions of the blood in the other offering?" The blood of 
the goat of Yom Kippur is sprinkled even inside the Holy of Holies, 
which is not so concerning the blood of the bull. Nevertheless, 
with regard to the sprinkling in the Sanctuary, which is common 
to both, their actions are performed in the same manner, with the 
blood being sprinkled with a finger on the Curtain and on the 
comers of the altar. 


And by means of this a fortiori inference the case of the bull of 
Yom Kippur is derived from the case of the bull of an unwitting 
sin of the anointed priest, with regard to the halakhot summarized 
by the words et, in the blood, and immersion, as they are both 
bulls. And likewise, the case of the goat of Yom Kippur is derived 
from the case of the goats for an unwitting communal sin of 
idol worship, with regard to the halakhot of et, in the blood, and 
immersion, via this a fortiori inference, as they are both goats. 


The Gemara asks: How can the halakhot of the goat of Yom Kippur 
be derived from the goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol 
worship? But does a matter derived by juxtaposition,“ i.e., a 
halakha that is not written explicitly in the Torah but that is learned 
by means of a comparison, again teach by a fortiori inference? 
There is a principle that a halakha derived by juxtaposition with 
regard to consecrated matters cannot subsequently teach another 
halakha via an a fortiori inference. The halakhot alluded to by the 
words et, in the blood, and immersion, are not explicitly stated 
with regard to the goats of an unwitting communal sin of idol wor- 
ship. Rather, they are derived from the comparison found in the 
verse: “And he shall do... as he did” (Leviticus 4:20), which alludes 
to the goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship and 
the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest. Rav Pappa said: 
The school of Rabbi Yishmael maintains that a matter derived 
by juxtaposition does again teach by a fortiori inference, even 
with regard to consecrated matters. 


The Gemara continues to analyze the statement of Rabbi Yishmael 
in the baraita: “With the bull”; this is the bull for an unwitting 
communal sin. The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to derive this 
case by way of an exposition? This verse itself is written in refer- 
ence to the bull for an unwitting communal sin. Rav Pappa said: 
The derivation is necessary because Rabbi Yishmael wants the case 
of the bull for an unwitting communal sin to teach with regard 
to the burning on the altar of the sacrificial portions, including the 
diaphragm and the two kidneys, that this obligation applies also 
to the goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship, despite 
the fact that this requirement is not stated with regard to them. 


Rav Pappa continues: And as the obligation to burn the diaphragm 
and the two kidneys on the altar is not written with regard to 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin itself, but rather it is 
derived by juxtaposition from the bull for an unwitting sin of 
the anointed priest, in which this requirement is explictly stated 
(see Leviticus 4:8-9), it was necessary to include the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin once again with the term “with the bull.” 


The Gemara elaborates: This derivation is required in order that it 
should be as though this halakha of burning the diaphragm and 
the two kidneys was written with regard to the bull for an unwit- 
ting communal sin itself. And in this manner the derivation from 
this case, teaching the halakha in the case of the goats for an unwit- 
ting communal sin of idol worship, should not be a matter derived 
by juxtaposition that again teaches by juxtaposition, as such a 
derivation is not done with regard to consecrated matters. 


NOTES 


That the actions in one offering are equated with the 
actions in the other offering - pend DEYN NOTY: 

Admittedly, the cases of the bull for an unwitting commu- 
nal sin and the goat of Yom Kippur, from which this a for- 
tiori inference is derived, are not entirely similar, as only the 
bull for an unwitting communal sin is juxtaposed to the 
bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest with regard 

o the three halakhot of et, in the blood, and immersion, 
while the goat is not. Nevertheless, the assumption here 
is that as their rites are similar, one case can be derived 

rom the other with regard to the sprinkling of their blood 

Rashi). Others explain that it is derived from the goats of 
an unwitting sin of idol worship that the halakhot of et, 
in the blood, and immersion, apply to the goat of Yom 

ippur, and therefore the basis of the a fortiori inference 
is sound (Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Shmuel). 


But does a matter derived by juxtaposition — 337 +3) 
wpa Ty: The Gemara in the next chapter (49b- 51 b) 
discusses at length a unique aspect of halakhic exegesis 
with regard to consecrated matters. In all other areas of 
halakha, once a detail has been applied to a case via any 
of the accepted exegetical methods, it is considered as 
though that detail was explicitly written in the Torah with 
regard to that case itself, and therefore it can serve as the 
source to teach that detail to another case. With regard to 
consecrated matters, there are limitations to the applica- 
tion of halakhot derived by exegesis, as certain exegetical 
methods may be used only once, after which they cannot 
serve as the basis for further derivations. 


BACKGROUND 


Juxtaposition — wy: When two matters appear in the 
same verse or in adjacent verses, the Talmud assumes 
that as they were juxtaposed, they are analogous. Con- 
sequently, inferences may be drawn by comparing the 
two cases. For example, the Torah states with regard to a 
woman being divorced: “And she departs his house, and 
goes and becomes another man’s wife” (Deuteronomy 
24:2). Since divorce and marriage appear in the same verse, 
the Talmud derives that many of the halakhot governing 
divorce apply to marriage, and vice versa. Juxtaposition 
is governed by the principle: There is no partial analogy 
based on juxtaposition. Therefore, inferences drawn 
through juxtaposition must be bilateral. 
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NOTES 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Pappa — x33 377 PND WM: The baraita states, like 
Rav Pappa, that the term “with the bull” is referring to the 
bull for an unwitting communal sin, and it is stated solely 
o enable this case to serve as the source for the halakha of 
he goats for an unwitting sin of idol worship. 


Their sin offering [hattatam]...for their error — ... onxen 
oma by: Just as the term hattatam can be referring | both 
o their sin and to the offering brought for their sin, so 
00, the word “error which is a synonym for sin, can be 
interpreted as referring both to a sin performed in error 
and to the offering brought for that error. Since it is stated: 
“For it was an error” (Numbers 15:25), the expression “for 
heir error” is superfluous, and is expounded as referring 
o the offering sacrificed for the error. Accordingly, the 
phrase “their sin offering. . .for their error” means: Their sin 
offering in addition to the offering for their error, i.e., the 
wo offerings are juxtaposed. 
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§ The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Pappa:" “And he shall do with the bull, 
as he did” (Leviticus 4:20); what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “With the bull”? It is clear that this verse is referring to 
the bull. 


The baraita answers: Because it is stated with regard to the goats 
for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship: “And they have 
brought their offering, an offering made by fire to the Lord, and 
their sin offering before the Lord for their error” (Numbers 15:25), 
and this verse is interpreted as follows: “Their sin offering”; these 
are the goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship, 
alluded to in that passage. “Their error”; this is the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin, which is brought for an inadvertent 
transgression of the community. The juxtaposition of these offer- 
ings in the verse: “Their sin offering... for their error,” indicates 
that the Torah means to say: Their sin offering is for you like their 
error, i.e., all the portions consumed on the altar in the case of 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin are also burned on the 
altar in the case of the goats for an unwitting sin of idol worship. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the offering brought for their 
error, i.e., the bull for an unwitting communal sin, from where did 
you learn this halakha? Was it not via juxtaposition from the bull 
for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, as the diaphragm and 
the two kidneys are not explicitly mentioned with regard to the 
bull for an unwitting communal sin? But this is difficult, as does a 
matter derived via juxtaposition again teach via juxtaposition? 


Therefore, the verse states: “And he shall do with the bull, as he 
did with the bull for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:20). With regard 
to the first instance of “with the bull,” this is the bull for an unwit- 
ting communal sin. And with regard to the second instance of 


“with the bull,’ this is the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed 


priest. Due to this juxtaposition, it is as though the burning of 
the diaphragm and the two kidneys was explicitly written with 
regard to the bull for an unwitting communal sin, and therefore 
the halakha can be taught by juxtaposition with regard to the goats 
for an unwitting sin of idol worship, as stated by Rav Pappa. 


The Gemara analyzes the previous baraita. The Master said above: 
“Their sin offering,” these are the goats for an unwitting com- 
munal sin of idol worship, which are juxtaposed in this verse to 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin. The Gemara asks: But 
let the tanna derive this from the earlier verse stated with regard 
to the bull for an unwitting communal sin, as the Master said in 
the baraita cited earlier (39b): “A sin offering” (Leviticus 4:20), 
this serves to include the goats for an unwitting communal sin 
of idol worship. Rav Pappa said: This derivation was necessary, 
as if there were only the juxtaposition from Leviticus 4:20, it 
would enter your mind to say: This matter applies only to the 
acts of sprinkling, which are written with regard to the bull for 
an unwitting communal sin itself. 


But with regard to the burning of the diaphragm and the two 
kidneys, which are not written with regard to the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin itself, you might say that this halakha 
should not be derived from it. Therefore, this additional derivation 
of “their sin offering” teaches us that the two offerings are similar 
with regard to this detail as well. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: But the tanna 
said: “With the bull”; this serves to include the bull of Yom Kippur 
for all that is stated in this matter." This statement indicates that 
all the details applying to the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin are extended to the bull of Yom Kippur by means of a single 
derivation. Rav Pappa responded: This issue is a dispute between 
tanna’im, as the tanna of the school of Rav" amplifies the halakha 
through this juxtaposition, whereas the tanna of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael does not amplify the halakha through this juxta- 
position, but maintains that an additional derivation is necessary 
with regard to the diaphragm and the two kidneys. 


§ The Gemara cites a statement that is related to the above halakhot. 
The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: For what reason are the 
diaphragm and the two kidneys stated with regard to the bull for 
an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, and they are not explicitly 
stated with regard to the bull for an unwitting communal sin? 
This can be explained by a parable: It can be compared to a flesh- 
and-blood king who grew angry with his beloved" servant for his 
misdeeds, but spoke little of the servant's offense due to his great 
affection for him. Likewise, as the Jewish people are beloved by 
God, the Torah does not describe their sin offering in detail. 


And the school of Rabbi Yishmael further taught: For what 
reason is it stated: “Before the Curtain of the Sanctuary” (Levi- 
ticus 4:6), with regard to the bull for an unwitting sin of the 
anointed priest, and this is not stated with regard to the bull for 
an unwitting communal sin, where it merely states: “Before the 
Curtain” (Leviticus 4:17)? This can be explained by a parable: 
It can be compared to a flesh-and-blood king against whom a 
province sinned. If a minority of that province sinned, his rela- 
tionship with his entourage [pamalya]' remains, i.e., the king 
continues to treat his loyal followers in the usual manner. But if 
the majority of the province sinned, his relationship with his 
entourage does not remain," and he no longer meets even those 
who remained devoted to him. Similarly, when the entire people 
sins, God no longer has the same relationship with them, and it 
is as though the place where the priest sprinkles the blood is no 
longer sacred. 


§ The mishna teaches that all the placements upon the inner altar 
are indispensable, and therefore if the High Priest placed all the 
placements in their proper manner, and one in an improper 
manner, i.e., with the intent to eat or burn the offering beyond its 
designated time, the offering is disqualified, but there is no liability 
for karet for one who partakes of the offering. The Gemara states 
that we learned in a mishna there (Menahot 16a), with regard to 
the burning of the handful of a meal offering and the frankincense, 
both of which render the meal offering permitted for eating: If 
the priest had an intention that can render the offering piggul, and 
this occurred during the burning of the handful but not during 
the burning of the frankincense, or during the burning of the 
frankincense but not during the burning of the handful, i.e., he 
burned one of them with the intention of eating the remainder of 
the offering beyond its designated time, Rabbi Meir says: The 
offering is piggul and one who eats it is liable to receive karet. 


And the Rabbis say: There is no liability for karet in this case 
unless he renders the offering piggul during the performance of 
the entire permitting factor," i.e., the burning of both the handful 
and the frankincense. 


Unless he renders it piggul during the performance of the 
entire permitting factor - YAT boa baw “y: With regard to 
an offering for which there are two permitting factors, e.g., the 
handful and the frankincense in the case of a meal offering, it 


HALAKHA 


beyond its designated time while performing the rites of both. 
If he had the intention that can render the offering piggul while 
performing the rites of only one of them, the offering is not 
piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:7). 


is rendered piggul only if the priest intended to eat or burn it 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


But the tanna said “with the bull”. ..for all that is stated 
in this matter - pya vagy ma bsb...xan xm: According 
o Rashi, the Gemara here returns to the earlier state- 
ment of Rav Pappa (40a), who maintains that the bull of 
Yom Kippur is alluded to in the phrase: “So shall he do” 
Leviticus 4:20), to teach that the three halakhot of et, in 
he blood, and immersion, apply to the bull of Yom Kippur. 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, rejects the proof from the 
baraita cited in support of this opinion, as he claims that 
he phrase: For all that is stated in this matter, indicates 
hat the derivation applies to all the halakhot. 

hers explain that this paragraph is a continuation of 
he discussion concerning the derivation from the bull for 
an unwitting communal sin, teaching the halakha of the 
goats for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship. Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Natan, claims that just as the derivation 
from the bull for an unwitting communal sin teaching 
he halakha of the bull of Yom Kippur is referring to all 
matters stated in the chapter, including the halakha of the 
diaphragm and the two kidneys, the same should apply to 
he derivation from the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin teaching the halakha of the goats for an unwitting 
communal sin of idol worship. If so, the question remains: 
What need is there for the juxtaposition of “their sin offer- 
ing...for their error” (Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak of 
Dampierre). 


= 


O 


The tanna of the school of Rav [devei Rav] - 31°37 Xan: 
This refers to the first baraita, cited at the beginning ofthis 
discussion (39a-b). Rashi explains that this does not mean 
that the baraita came from the school of the amora Rav. 
Rather, the phrase devei Rav means the school of a rabbi, 
i.e., a study hall. If so, the reference is to the baraita that 
was generally studied in the study halls, i.e., the Midrash 
of Torat Kohanim. This Midrash was called Sifra devei Rav, 
in contrast to the Midrash of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, 
which was taught only by Rabbi Yishmael's disciples (Rashi 
on Hullin 66a). 


Who grew angry with his beloved - janin by oyw: 
Rashi maintains that the beloved is the Jewish people, as 
in the verse: “The seed of Abraham, My beloved” (Isaiah 
41:8). When the entire Jewish people sins, the Torah prefers 
to describe in as brief a manner as possible the service 
of the offering that must be brought (see /yyun Ya'akov). 
Others explain in the opposite manner, that the beloved 
is the High Priest. By describing in detail the remedy of his 
bringing an offering, the Torah indicates that it seeks to 
lessen the effect of his sin (Maharsha). 


His entourage does not remain — naypna ow woe py: 
It is as though all sanctity has left the Temple, and there- 
fore the Curtain can no longer be called the Curtain of 
the Sanctuary. 


LANGUAGE 
Entourage [pamalya] - wba: From the Latin familia, 
which means the attendants and all those tied to a family 
estate. Accordingly, the pamalya of Heaven refers to all 
those who minister to God. Rashi maintains that in this 
context pamalya means the gathering together of the 
king with his entourage. 
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Where he placed the handful with the intention — nx naw 


navm ynipi: This is not referring specifically to the handful, 


as the same applies if he had the improper intent when burning 
the frankincense if that was burned first. The important point 
is that he performed the first service with an intention that 
renders the offering piggul, while the second permitting factor 
was performed silently. 


232 ZEVAHIM: PEREK IV: 41B: 80AT p 


NOTES 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: Do not say that the reason of 
Rabbi Meir, who holds that the offering is piggul, is that he 
holds in general that one renders an offering piggul even if he 
intended to eat or burn the offering beyond its designated time 
during the performance of only halfa permitting factor. Rather, 
what are we dealing with here? We are dealing with a case 
where he initially placed the handful of the meal offering on 
the altar, to burn it, with the improper intention" to eat the 
remainder beyond its designated time, and afterward he placed 
the frankincense on the altar silently, i.e., without any particular 
intent. Rabbi Meir holds: Anyone who performs an action 
performs it with his initial intent." Therefore, his action with 
the frankincense is considered to have been performed with 
the same improper intention as his action with the handful. 


The Gemara asks: From where does Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish 

learn that this is the case? He learns it from the fact that the 

mishna teaches: Therefore, if he placed all the placements in 

their proper manner and one in an improper manner, the 

offering is disqualified, but there is no liability for karet. Con- 
sequently it follows that if he initially placed one placement in 

animproper manner, with the intent to eat or burn the offering 

beyond its designated time, and all the other placements in 

the proper manner, the offering is piggul. 


The Gemara explains: Whose opinion is this? If we say it is the 
opinion of the Rabbis, don’t the Rabbis explicitly say that one 
cannot render an offering piggul with an improper intention in 
the performance of only half a permitting factor? Here, the 
priest placed one placement in the proper manner. Rather, it 
must represent the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who says that if he 
had an improper intention with regard to the handful and not 
the frankincense the offering is piggul. 


And if Rabbi Meir’s reason is that he holds in general that one 
renders an offering piggul even during the performance of only 
half a permitting factor, even if the priest acted as it taught in 
the mishna, the offering should also be piggul, as he had an 
improper intention during half the permitting factor. Rather, is 
Rabbi Meir’s reason not because he holds that anyone who 
performs an action performs it with his initial intent? Conse- 
quently, if he placed the first placement with an improper inten- 
tion, the offering is piggul, and if his intention during the first 
placement was proper, the offering is not piggul. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Yitzhak says: Actually, it is possible that 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis," 
who maintain that one cannot render an offering piggul with an 
improper intention during half a permitting factor. And what 
is the meaning of the term: In their proper manner, in the 
context of the mishna? It means in their proper manner with 
regard to piggul, i.e., he placed the blood with an intention 
that renders the offering piggul. The mishna is teaching that 
although he placed the first placements with an improper inten- 
tion, one does not say that the last placement, which was placed 
without any specific intention, was performed with his initial 
intent. 


Performs it with his initial intent — TWiy KIT miw NYT by: 
According to this explanation, the Rabbis reject the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir and hold that one is not considered to have 
performed the second action with the same intention as the 
first. It should be noted that the Gemara in Menahot 16a states 
that there is an opinion that maintains that the Rabbis do not 


disagree with Rabbi Meir in this case. 


Actually it is the opinion of the Rabbis — x7 31 ddipd: 
According to this interpretation, one should not infer from the 
mishna that if he placed one placement in the proper manner, 
i.e., silently, and the others in an improper manner, i.e., with the 
intent to eat it beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul. 
The reason this inference is not valid is that the case stated in 
the mishna itself teaches a novelty, namely, that the last place- 
ment is not considered to have been performed with his initial 
intent. When a clause of a mishna teaches a novelty, one cannot 
infer from it that the halakha is different in another case, as it 
is taught for the sake of its novelty, and not for the inference. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But from the fact that it teaches: 
Therefore, if he placed all the placements in their proper manner 
and one in an improper manner, the offering is disqualified but 
there is no liability for karet, which indicates that the offering is 
disqualified due to the one placement performed improperly, one 
can learn by inference that the term: In their proper manner, 
comes to indicate an intention that renders the offering fit," and 
not an intention that renders it piggul. 


Rava says: It can still be explained that the term: In their proper 
manner, is referring to an intention that renders the offering piggul; 
and what is the meaning of: In an improper manner? This is refer- 
ring to the intent to eat the offering outside its designated area. This 
intention serves to disqualify the offering, which means that it is 
not piggul, as not all its rites have been performed in the proper 
manner. Rav Ashi says: The term: In an improper manner, in the 
mishna, means that he placed one placement not for the sake of" 
the offering being sacrificed, and in the case of a sin offering an 
intention of this kind disqualifies the offering; therefore, it is not 


piggul. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, one can learn by inference that 
when the priest does not perform the last placement with the 
intent to eat the offering outside its designated area or not for the 
sake of the offering, but silently, he becomes liable, as the offering 
is piggul. This is certainly not in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, as they maintain that one cannot render an offering 
piggul with an improper intention during half a permitting factor. 


The Gemara answers: The wording of the mishna is imprecise, as in 
fact, even if he placed the last placement silently the offering is not 
piggul. But since the tanna of the mishna taught in the first clause, 
with regard to an offering whose blood is placed on the external 
altar: If he placed the first placement with the intent to eat the 
offering beyond its designated time and the second placement with 
the intent to eat it outside its designated area, the offering is piggul 
and one is liable to receive karet for its consumption, he likewise 
taught the latter clause, with regard to a sin offering whose blood 
is placed on the inner altar, in a similar manner, that if he placed 
the last placement with the intent to eat it outside its designated 
area or not for the sake of the offering, the offering is disqualified, 
but there is no liability for karet for its consumption. One cannot 
infer from here that if he placed the last placement without intent 
the offering is piggul. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish from a baraita: In what case is this statement, that the 
offering is rendered piggul even when he intends to eat it beyond 
its designated time only in the first placement, said? In the case of 
blood that is placed on the external altar, where one placement 
renders the offering permitted. 


NOTES 


By inference that the term: In their proper manner, comes 
to indicate an intention that renders it fit - mpna doen 
OMT NIT TPIT: Rashi explains: One cannot say that the 
phrase: One in an improper manner, means that it was per- 
formed silently, without any intention. The reason is that the 
mere lack of intent does not disqualify an offering. Rather, it 
must be that the term: In their proper manner, should be inter- 
preted in accordance with its straightforward meaning, i.e., to 
mean: With proper intention. Others question this explanation, 
as the Gemara emphasizes the term: In their proper manner, 
whereas according to Rashi the inference is from the term: In an 
improper manner. Instead, they propose that the proof is from 
the style of the mishna. After stating that all the placements are 
indispensable, the mishna states that if the priest placed all of 
them in their proper manner and one in an improper manner, 


the offering is disqualified. This indicates that even if he placed 
one placement improperly he has disqualified the offering, 
whereas if he had placed all the placements properly it would 
be valid. This certainly does not suit the interpretation that the 
term: In their proper manner, is referring to an intention that 
renders the offering piggul (Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Not for the sake of -— iow Kw: Rav Ashi infers this from the 
fact that in the previous case discussed by the mishna, with 
regard to the blood of a sin offering placed on the external 
altar, it is mentioned that the second placement was performed 
with the intention to eat it outside its designated area. The differ- 
ence in wording in this clause of the mishna, which states that it 
was performed in an improper manner, indicates that the mishna 
is referring to a different intention (Netziv). 
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But with regard to the blood placed inside, i.e., in the Holy of 
Holies, on the Curtain, and on the inner altar, e.g., the forty-three 
presentations of the blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur," 
and the eleven presentations of the blood of the bull" for an 
unwitting sin of the anointed priest, and the eleven presentations 
of the blood of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, if in 
those cases the priest had an intention that can render the offering 
piggul, whether during the first" set of presentations, whether 
during the second set, or whether during the third set, i.e., in 
any of the requisite sets of presentations, Rabbi Meir says: The 
offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for its consump- 
tion. And the Rabbis say: There is no liability for karet unless he 
had an intention that can render the offering piggul during the 
performance of the entire permitting factor." 


In any event, this baraita teaches: If the priest had an intention 
that can render the offering piggul, whether during the first 
set of presentations, whether during the second set, or whether 
during the third set, and yet Rabbi Meir disputes the ruling of 
the Rabbis and says that the offering is piggul. If the priest’s intent 
renders the offering piggul whether it was during the first, second, 
or third set of presentations, evidently Rabbi Meir’s ruling must 
be based on the consideration that one can render an offering 
piggul during halfa permitting factor. According to Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish’s claim that Rabbi Meir’s reason is that anyone who 
performs an action performs it with his initial intent, the offering 
shoud be piggul only ifthe first set of presentations was performed 
with an improper intention while the rest were performed silently. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avin says: What are we dealing with here? We 

are not dealing with a case of a priest who had improper intention 
in the presentations themselves, where the issue of half a permit- 
ting factor is relevent. Rather, we are dealing with a case where he 

had an improper intention that can render the offering piggul 
during the act of slaughter. In other words, after presenting the 

blood of the bull inside the Sanctuary, the rest of the blood spilled, 
and he had to slaughter another bull so that he could continue 

with the presentations, this time on the Curtain. The reason for 
Rabbi Meir’s ruling is that the act of slaughter is one permitting 
factor, and therefore the priest’s improper intent involved an entire 

service, not half a permitting factor. The Gemara asks: If so, what 
is the reason for the ruling of the Rabbis? 


NOTES 


The forty-three presentations of Yom Kippur — vow DYI 
Dynan Di by: As explained by Rashi, these forty-three are 
divided into four sets. The High Priest sprinkles once upward 
and seven times downward between the two staves of the Ark 
with the blood of the bull, and then does the same with the 
blood of the goat. Afterward, he sprinkles once upward and 
seven times downward on the Curtain with the blood of the 
bull, and again does the same with the blood of the goat. Next 
he mixes together the blood of the bull and the blood of the 
goat and places from this mixture four times, once on each of 
the corners of the inner altar. Finally, he sprinkles seven times 
from this mixture, on the top of the inner altar. These make a 
total of forty-three presentations. 


The eleven of the bull - 15 bw wy tnx: In the cases of both 
the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest and the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin, the priest sprinkles seven times 
on the Curtain, followed by four placements, one on each of the 
corners of the inner altar, for a total of eleven presentations. 


Render the offering piggul, whether during the first, etc. — 
^D mjw pa bya: Rashi explains that the first means the 
first set of sprinklings, i.e., between the staves of the Ark, the 
second refers to the sprinklings on the Curtain, while the third 
refers to the sprinklings on the corners of the inner altar. Others 
maintain that this simply means the first or the second set of 
presentations, i.e., that of the forty-three or that of the eleven 
(Keren Ora). 
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Rava says: Who are these Rabbis? This is the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer," as we learned in a mishna (109b): With regard to the 
handful of a meal offering, and the frankincense, and the incense, 
and the meal offering of priests,’ and the meal offering of the 
anointed priest,” and the meal offering brought with the libations’ 
that accompany animal offerings, in a case where one sacrificed" 
even an olive-bulk from any one of these, which should be sacri- 
ficed on the altar, outside the Temple, he is liable, as the burning of 
an olive-bulk is considered a proper burning. And Rabbi Eliezer 
deems him exempt unless he sacrifices the whole of any one of 
these items outside the Temple. This indicates that according to 
Rabbi Eliezer even when one performs a proper action he is not 
liable unless he completes the service. The same should apply to 
the slaughter of different bulls for different sets of presentations; 
one should be liable only if he rendered each of them piggul. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: How can you explain Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion with regard to the presentation of the blood in this manner? 
But doesn’t Rava say: And Rabbi Eliezer concedes with regard 
to blood that even one who sacrifices part of the blood outside the 
Temple is liable? As we learned in a mishna (Yoma 60a) that Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon say: If the blood of the bull or goat of 
Yom Kippur spilled, even if this occurred in the middle of one of the 
sets of sprinklings, and the High Priest slaughtered another animal, 
nevertheless, from the place that he interrupted that particular rite, 
when the blood spilled, there he resumes" performance of that 
rite. In Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, each individual sprinkling in each 
of these rites is an act in and of itself, and therefore the offering 
can be rendered piggul through any one of them. This is certainly 
not the opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Meir in 
the baraita. 


Rather, Rava says:" Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish would explain that 
the baraita does not mean that the priest had an improper intention 
either during the first set of sprinklings or the second or the third. 
Instead, this is referring to a case where the High Priest had an 
improper intention that can render the offering piggul during the 
first set of sprinklings, in the Holy of Holies, and was silent during 
the second set of sprinklings, on the Curtain, and again had an 
improper intention that can render the offering piggul during the 
third set of sprinklings, on the inner altar. There is a certain novelty 
in this case according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who maintains 
that anyone who performs an action performs it with his initial 
intent. 


NOTES 


This is Rabbi Eliezer - x7 awh va; Rabbi Eliezer maintains 
that even with regard to a complete rite, e.g., the burning of an 
olive-bulk of a handful, if the rite is not completed by means of 
that action, one is not liable for it. Here too, since the service is 
completed only in conjunction with the first bull, whose blood 
was spilled, one cannot render the offering piggul solely by 
means of the slaughter of the second bull, although this is a full 
permitting factor (Rashi). Admittedly, Rabbi Eliezer was referring 
to the transgression of sacrificing offerings outside the Temple, 
and not to piggul, but one can claim a fortiori that if his ruling 
applies to sacrificing outside the Temple, which applies to the 
handful itself, it certainly applies to piggul, which must involve 
both the handful and the frankincense, the other permitting 
factor. In other words, if Rabbi Eliezer exempts one who sacrifices 
outside the Temple unless he burns the entire handful, the same 
certainly applies to piggul (Tosafot). 


From the place that he interrupted, there he resumes - Dipan 
nma xT Dw Posw: According to the first tanna in that mishna, 
if the blood was spilled in the middle of a set of sprinklings, 
the priest must slaughter another animal and start from the 


beginning. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon maintain that he 
continues from where he left off. This indicates that each part of 
the sprinkling is considered a separate unit, even if the service 
was not completed. 


Rather, Rava says - x31 12% xdx: Since Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avin’s 
interpretation of the baraita, that it is discussing improper intent 
in the slaughter, has been rejected, the difficulty raised against 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish remains. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish maintains that according to Rabbi Meir one cannot 
render an offering piggul by means of half a permitting factor, 
and yet the baraita explicitly states that if the improper intent 
was in the second or third sprinklings, Rabbi Meir says that the 
offering is piggul. His reasoning apparently cannot be based on 
the consideration that anyone who performs an action does so 
with his initial intent, as that applies only to the first sprinkling. 
Rava claims that this baraita is indeed taught in accordance with 
the principle that anyone who performs an action performs it 
with his initial intent, and it serves to teach a novelty with regard 
to this principle, as he proceeds to explain. 


BACKGROUND 

Meal offering of priests — wya nna: This is any meal 
offering contributed and brought by a priest, whether 
voluntarily or as a sin offering. The same halakhot that 
apply to other meal offerings apply to meal offerings of 
priests, with one exception: A priest's meal offering is not 
eaten. Instead, the entire offering is burned on the altar 
(see Leviticus 6:16). 


Meal offering of the anointed priest — mw yia nnn: 
This meal offering is brought daily by the High Priest, and 
its ingredients are acquired with his own money. Twelve 
loaves are prepared by being fried in a shallow pan. The 
dough, which is made of a tenth of an ephah of flour 
and oil, is also baked. Frankincense is then added to it. 
Ultimately, all these are burned on the altar: Half of the 
meal offering is burned in the morning in conjunction 
with the daily offering of the morning, and the other 
half in the evening with the day's second daily offering. 
There is a dispute as to whether the twelve loaves were 
broken into halves so that twelve parts were sacrificed 
each time, or whether they were sacrificed whole, i.e., 
six at each time. None of this meal offering was eaten 
by the priests. 


Meal offering brought with the libations - 0393) nma: 
Meal offerings were brought together with all animal 
burnt offerings and all peace offerings, both individual 
and communal. These meal offerings were accompa- 
nied by libations of wine. Oil, but not frankincense, was 
added to the meal offering brought with the libations. 
No handful of flour was removed from this meal offering, 
nor was it waved or brought near to the altar, as were 
other types of meal offerings. The entire meal offering 
was burned on the altar, and none of it was eaten by 
the priests. The quantities of flour brought for the meal 
offering brought with libations are fixed by the Torah: 
Three-tenths of an ephah for a bull, two-tenths for a ram, 
and one-tenth for a lamb. A tenth of an ephah is the 
equivalent of approximately 3 2. The animal offerings that 
were accompanied by a meal offering brought with liba- 
tions were not rendered unfit if the meal offering was not 
sacrificed. Likewise, although the meal offering brought 
with libations was supposed to be sacrificed together 
with the animal sacrifice, it remained acceptable even if 
it was sacrificed later. 


HALAKHA 

The handful, and the frankincense...in a case where 
one sacrificed, etc. - ^3) apAw...1ya9M yaips: With 
regard to any item that one is liable for sacrificing out- 
side the Temple, as soon as he sacrifices an olive-bulk 
of it outside the Temple he is liable. This is the halakha 
whether he first sacrificed the other part inside and 
then the last olive-bulk outside, or whether he left all 
the rest inside and first took an olive-bulk and burned it 
outside. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:8). 


From the place that he interrupted, there he resumes — 
Sonn XIT DW posw Dipan: If the blood spilled before 
the High Priest finished the entire service in the Holy of 
Holies, he must bring other blood and start the sprin- 
klings of the Holy of Holies from the beginning. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna in the mishna in Yoma 60a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:5). 
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Where he had an intention that can render it piggul 
during the first and during the second set - baw paa 
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silent during the performance of this service. 
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Rava elaborates: Lest you say that if it enters your mind that 
when the priest performs the second set of sprinklings he does 
so with his initial intent, i.e., that which he had at the time of the 
first set of sprinklings, why do I need him once again to have an 
improper intention that can render the offering piggul during 
the third set of sprinklings? Doesn't his explicit intent during 
the third set of sprinklings indicate that he did not have this 
intent during the second set of sprinklings? Therefore, the baraita 
teaches us that this is not so, but rather his silence during the 
second set is considered a continuation of his initial intent. Rav 
Ashi objects to this: Is it taught that he was silent during the 
second set of sprinklings? According to Rava’s interpretation 
this is the key detail of the case, and yet it is not mentioned in 
the baraita. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: What are we dealing with here? We 
are dealing with a case where the High Priest had an intention 
that can render the offering piggul during the first set of sprin- 
klings, in the Holy of Holies, and during the second set," on the 
Curtain, and during the third, on the corners of the inner altar. 
But during the fourth set, the sprinklings on the top of the inner 
altar, he was silent. Lest you say that if it enters your mind to 
say that anyone who performs an action performs it with his 
initial intent, why do I need him once again to have an improper 
intention that can render the offering piggul during each and 
every set of sprinklings? Therefore, the baraita teaches us that 
even so he is considered to have performed all the sprinklings 
with his initial intent. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: How can Rav Ashi explain the 
baraita as referring to a case where the High Priest had an 
improper intention during the first, second, and third sets of 
sprinklings? But doesn’t the baraita teach: If the priest had an 
intention that can render the offering piggul, whether during 
the first set of presentations, whether during the second set, or 
whether during the third set? This indicates that he did not have 
improper intent during all the sprinklings but only in part of 
them. The Gemara comments: Indeed, this is difficult, as the 
wording of the baraita does not suit this interpretation. 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the baraita that addresses the 
blood presented inside the Sanctuary. The Master said that if 
the High Priest had an improper intention in one of the sets of 
presentations, e.g., inside the Holy of Holies, Rabbi Meir says: 
The offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for its 
consumption, despite the fact that he performed the rest of the 
rite silently. The Gemara asks: Now consider, one is not liable 
to receive karet unless all the permitting factors of the offering 
have been sacrificed, i.e., if the whole service is completed, 
including the presentation of the blood. As the Master said: As 
is the acceptance of a valid offering, so is the lack of acceptance 
of a disqualified offering: Just as there is no acceptance of a 
valid offerning unless all its permitting factors have been sac- 
rificed, so too, there is no lack of acceptance of a disqualified 
offering, i.e., it is not rendered piggul, unless all its permitting 
factors have been sacrificed. That is to say, in the absence of 
one of its permitting factors it does not become piggul. 
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But here, in the case of the bull or goat of Yom Kippur, since he 
intended to burn the offering beyond its designated time while he 
was sprinkling the blood inside the Holy of Holies, the sprinkling is 
not valid, and therefore the High Priest is considered like one who 
did not sprinkle the blood, as every one of the sprinklings of the 
blood of an inner sin offering is indispensable. If so, when he sprin- 
kles the blood again later in the Sanctuary, on the Curtain and the 
inner altar, it is as though he is merely sprinkling water, and not the 
blood of the offering. Consequently, the permitting factors of the 
offering have not been sacrificed, and therefore the offering should 
not be rendered piggul. 


Rabba says: You find it in a case of four bulls and of four goats." 
After sprinkling blood inside the Holy of Holies with the intent to 
burn the offering beyond its designated time, the blood spilled. Since 
the priest did not use that blood again, the service inside the Holy 
of Holies was completed, and that permitting factor was performed 
properly. He then had to slaughter another bull and goat for the other 
sprinklings inside the Sanctuary, which he again performed with 
improper intent and again the blood spilled. The same sequence 
repeated itself in the sprinklings on the inner altar and on the top 
of the altar. In this manner each permitting factor was performed 


properly. 


Rava said: You may even say that this is a case where there is 
only one bull and one goat, as the sprinkling effects acceptance 
with regard to the offering’s status of piggul." In other words, even 
though the High Priest sprinkled the blood inside the Holy of Holies 
with an improper intention, and thereby disqualified the offering, 
nevertheless, since he completed the service, he is considered as 
having sacrificed all the permitting factors with regard to piggul. 


§ The baraita mentioned that there are forty-three" presentations 
of the blood of the bull and the goat of Yom Kippur. The Gemara 
asks: But isn’t it taught otherwise in a different baraita, that there 
are forty-seven presentations of that blood? The Gemara answers: 
This statement, that there are forty-three presentations, is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who says that the High Priest 
mixes the blood of the bull and the goat before placing it on the 
corners of the inner altar, rather than placing the blood of each one 
separately. And that statement, that there are forty-seven presenta- 
tions, is in accordance with the opinion of the one who says that 
the High Priest does not mix the two types of blood before placing 
them on the corners,” but sprinkles four times from the blood of 
the bull and another four times from the blood of the goat, and only 
afterward mixes the blood of the two animals for placement on the 
top of the altar. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But isn’t it taught in yet 
another baraita that there are forty-eight presentations? The Gemara 
answers: This statement, that there are forty-eight presentations, is 
in accordance with the opinion of the one who says that the pour- 
ing of the remainder of the blood on the base of the external altar is 
indispensable, and therefore this act is added to the total. That 
statement, that there are only forty-seven presentations, is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who says that the pouring of the 
remainder of the blood is not indispensable." 


HALAKHA 


Forty-three - vow DYNN: The blood of the bull and goat of Yom 
Kippur must each be sprinkled eight times between the staves 
of the Ark and eight times on the Curtain. The High Priest then 
mixes the blood of the bull and the blood of the goat together 
and sprinkles four times from the mixture, once on each of the four 
corners of the inner altar, and then he performs seven sprinklings 
upon this altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
5:12 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 4:2). 


The remainder of the blood is not indispensable - ow px 
pasyn: The pouring of the remainder of blood after the rest has 
been presented, including the blood of offerings whose main 
blood is sprinkled inside the Sanctuary, is not indispensable for 
atonement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
19:4). 


NOTES 


You find it in a case of four bulls and of four goats — 
apy YINI OD WAIKA ab ADW: The assu mp- 
ion is that each set of presentations is considered a 

separate unit, i.e., if the blood was sprinkled properly 

in the Holy of Holies and the rest of the blood spilled, 
he High Priest would not have to perform those 

sprinklings again, but would continue from where 

e left off (Yoma 60a). If so, this first service has been 

completed with regard to piggul as well, and the other 

permitting factors are performed properly afterward. 


It effects acceptance with regard to its status of 
piggul - 7x13 iya: According to Rava, Rabbi Meir 
maintains that it is a Torah edict that after there has 
been intent that renders an offering piggul, if the rest 
of its service does not include any other disqualify- 
ing intent, whether to perform the service outside its 
designated area or not for the sake of that offering, the 
service is considered properly performed, and piggul 
status applies to that offering. 


Does not mix them before placing them on the 
corners — nip pawa px: With regard to the seven 
sprinklings on the top of the inner altar, everyone 
agrees that the High Priest first mixes the blood of 
the bull and the goat. Since the Torah explicitly states 
that there are seven sprinklings of this type, he may 
not add to this number (Sefat Emet, based on Tosafot 
on Yoma 57b). 
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HALAKHA 


The Gemara raises an objection’ to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish’s 
understanding of Rabbi Meir’s opinion, that one cannot render an 
offering piggul with an improper intention during the performance 
of half a permitting factor, from a baraita discussing piggul of a 
meal offering, which states: In what case is this statement said, 
i.e. that if the priest had an improper intention during the perfor- 
mance of one of its services, the offering is piggul, despite the fact 
that he performed the rest of the services silently? When he had 
the improper intention in the removal of the handful," or in the 
placement of the handful in a service vessel, or in the walking 
with the handful to the altar. 


But if he came to perform the burning of the handful and the 
frankincense, and he presented the handful on the altar with an 
improper intention and the frankincense he presented silently, or 
he presented the handful silently and the frankincense he pre- 
sented with an improper intention, Rabbi Meir says: The offering 
is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for consuming it. And 
the Rabbis say: There is no liablility to receive karet unless the 
priest had an improper intention that can render the offering piggul 
during the performance of the entire permitting factor." 


In any event, this baraita teaches: Or he presented the handful 
silently and the frankincense he presented with an improper 
intention, and yet Rabbi Meir disagrees with the ruling of the 
Rabbis and says that the offering is piggul. This indicates that the 
decisive factor according to Rabbi Meir is not that the priest con- 
tinues his initial intent, but that one can render an offering piggul 
during the performance of half a permitting factor. The Gemara 
answers: Say and explain the baraita as follows: Or he presented the 
handful silently after he had already presented the frankincense 
with an improper intention. In this case the offering is piggul 
because he performed the second action with his initial intent. 


The Gemara refutes this interpretation: One counterclaim is that 
if this is what the baraita is saying, this is exactly the same case 
as the first clause. And furthermore, isn’t it taught explicitly 
in another baraita: And afterward he presented the frankincense 
with an improper intention. The Gemara states: Indeed, this is 
difficult for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who claims 
that according to Rabbi Meir one cannot render an offering piggul 


during the performance of half a permitting factor. 
And these are the items for which one is 


M I S H N not liable to receive karet due to violation of 


the prohibition of piggul." One is liable to receive karet only if 
he partakes of an item that was permitted for consumption or for 
the altar by another item. As for the items listed here, either nothing 
else renders them permitted for consumption or for the altar, or they 
themselves render other items permitted. They are as follows: The 
handful of flour, which permits consumption of the meal offering; 
the incense, which is burned in its entirety, without another item 
rendering it permitted for the altar; the frankincense, which is 
burned together with the handful of the meal offering; 


In the removal of the handful, etc. — 15) 7¥%a7a: With regard 
to a meal offering from which a handful is taken, it can be ren- 
dered piggul during one of four rites: Taking the handful, placing 
the handful into a service vessel, walking with the handful to 
the altar, and throwing it onto the fire (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:6). 


Unless he had an improper intention that can render it 
piggul during the entire permitting factor - baa Dany w 
‘vrai: If the priest intended to burn a meal offering beyond its 
designated time during the taking of the handful but not dur- 
ing the collecting of the frankincense, or if he had this improper 
intent when collecting the frankincense but not when taking 
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the handful, this meal offering is disqualified but it is not piggul. 
It is piggul only if he had this improper intent during the perfor- 
mance of the entire permitting factor, which includes both the 
handful and the frankincense. This intent can be either when 
taking the handful and collecting the frankincense, or when 
placing them both in a vessel, or when walking with them 
both to the altar, or when burning both of them. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:7). 


Items for which one is not liable to receive karet due to 
piggul — bixs own op orn pew ODI One is liable to 
receive karet only for partaking of items that were rendered 
permitted either for human consumption or for the altar. If one 
ate from the permitting factor itself he is not liable to receive 
karet but is flogged, like one who eats other consecrated items 


that were disqua 


ified but that do not have piggul status. How 


so? With regard to a meal offering that is piggul, one who eats 


an olive-bulk of i 
ate from its hand 
receive karet, as tl 


s remainder is liable to receive karet. But if he 
ful or from its frankincense, he is not liable to 
hey are the permitting factors that enable the 


offering to be eaten by the priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7-8). 
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the meal offering of priests," from which no handful of flour is 
removed and which is burned in its entirety (see Leviticus 6:16); 
the meal offering of the anointed priest, which is sacrificed by 
the High Priest each day, half in the morning and half in the eve- 
ning; the blood," which permits all the offerings; and the libations 
that are brought by themselves" as a separate offering and do not 
accompany an animal offering; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
And the Rabbis say: The same halakha applies even with regard 
to libations that are brought with an animal offering. ™ 


With regard to the log of oil that accompanies the guilt offering 
of a recovered leper, ™ Rabbi Shimon says: One is not liable for 
consuming it due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, because 
it is not permitted by any other item. And Rabbi Meir says: One 
is liable for consuming it due to violation of the prohibition of 
piggul, as the blood of the guilt offering of the leper permits its 
use," as only after the blood’s sacrifice is the oil sprinkled and given 
to the priests. And the principle is: With regard to any item that 
has permitting factors, either for consumption by a person or 
for burning on the altar, one is liable for eating it due to violation 
of the prohibition of piggul. 


The mishna elaborates: The burnt offering, its blood permits its 
flesh to be burned on the altar and its hide to be used by the 
priests. The bird burnt offering, its blood permits its flesh and 
its skin to be burned on the altar. The bird sin offering, its blood 
permits its meat for consumption by the priests. Bulls that are 
burned," e.g., the bull for an unwitting communal sin, and goats 
that are burned," e.g., the goats sacrificed for an unwitting com- 
munal sin of idol worship, their blood permits their sacrificial 
portions to be sacrificed on the altar. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

The meal offering of priests, etc. — 15) O71 nny: With 
regard to those meal offerings that are entirely burned, 
e.g., the meal offering of priests and the meal offering 
brought with libations, one cannot be liable for eating 
them in a status of piggul, as there is no handful that 
renders them permitted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8). 


Blood — 07: One who consumed an olive-bulk of blood 
from a piggul offering is not liable, as the blood permits 
its sacrificial portions for the altar. Likewise, with regard 
to sin offerings brought inside the Sanctuary, their blood 
permits the sacrificial portions for the altar. In the case of a 
burnt offering, the blood permits all of its flesh for the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7). 


Libations that are brought with an animal offering - 
magaT BY paT DD): One is not liable for consuming 
a piggul offering if he drinks wine, whether it is brought 
ogether with an offering or by itself, in accordance with 
he opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8). 


The log of oil of a leper - yns bw yaw ab: With regard 
o the /og of oil used in the purification rites of the leper, 
one who consumes it is not liable for consuming piggul. 
The blood of the guilt offering is not considered to permit 
he oil, as one can bring the oil several days after the guilt 
offering, as stated by the Rabbis in the baraita on 44a 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8 
and Kesef Mishne there, and see Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Bulls that are burned, etc. — 131 maywan O75: The pre- 
sentation of the blood of the sin offerings inside the 
Sanctuary permits their sacrificial portions to be burned 
on the altar. Therefore, one who eats these portions is 
liable for consuming piggul. The rest of the flesh of these 
sin offerings can never attain piggul status (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7). 


The libations that are brought by themselves - pyan D3037 
axy 1393: According to Rashi, this is referring not only to the 
wine of libations, but also to the meal offering brought with 
the libations that accompany animal offerings (see Numbers 
15:1-12). This meal offering does not have a permitting factor, 
as no handful is removed from it; rather, it is entirely burned 
upon the altar. When these libations are brought together with 
an offering they are fixed as the libations of that offering. There- 
fore, Rabbi Meir maintains that the presentation of the blood 
of that offering is considered the permitting factor for these 
libations, which means that if the priest rendered the offering 
piggul through the blood's presentation, the libations have 
piggul status as well, and similarly the libations are piggul if he 
slaughtered the animal with the intent to sacrifice its libations 
on the following day (see Menahot 15b). 

It should be noted that there are two ways in which libations 
can be brought by themselves. One is the situation addressed 
by Rashi, in which the libations that accompany an offering are 
not brought on the same day as the offering but at a later stage 
(see Menahot 44b). It is also possible for an individual to donate 
a meal offering brought with libations. 

Some commentaries have a version of the mishna that reads: 
The meal offering of the anointed priest, the meal offering 
brought with libations, and the blood (Rambam). Rashi rejects 
this version, as he maintains that this case of a meal offering 
brought with libations is subject to the dispute of Rabbi Meir 
and the Rabbis. Josafot contend that the term: Meal offering 
brought with libations, is referring to the libations that accom- 
pany an offering but that are brought later, whereas when 


Rabbi Meir mentions libations that come to be sacrificed in and 
of themselves he is dealing with a meal offering brought with 
libations that is not connected to an offering at all (see Tosefot 
Yom Tov). Yet another possibility is that in the first clause the 
mishna is speaking of a meal offering brought with libations, 
and the case discussed by Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis concerns 
wine brought by itself, as one can donate wine alone, which is 
poured on the altar (Rambam; see Menahot 104b). 


Even with regard to libations that are brought with an 
animal offering — 7271377 BY PRIT AN: Since they can be sac- 
rificed by themselves at a later stage, the offering does not 
permit the libations at all (Rashi). The Tosefta (5:1) cites the 
continuation of the discussion between Rabbi Meir and the 
Rabbis. The Rabbis claim that as the libations can be changed 
from one offering to another even after they have been con- 
secrated in a service vessel, it is clear that the libations do not 
depend on that offering at all (see Tosafot on Menahot 15b 
and Hazon Yehezkel on the Tosefta). 


The /og of oil of a leper — yrisnby yaw xib: After sprinkling on 
the leper from the blood of the guilt offering, the priest takes 
the /og of oil and sprinkles from it onto the tips of the right ear, 
thumb, and big toe of the leper (see Leviticus 14:15-17). The 
remainder of the oil is consumed by the priests. 


As the blood of the guilt offering of the leper permits its 
use — 1A] OWT OW: The oil is placed on the leper only if 
the blood of the guilt offering has already been placed upon 
him. Consequently, the blood of the guilt offering permits the 


oil. Rashi adds, citing a baraita on 44b, that Rabbi Meir disagrees 
only in a case where the /og is brought together with the guilt 
offering, and not if it was brought at a later stage. 


Bulls that are burned and goats that are burned - 0°19 
Dp wat Or pyws PIWI: This is a reference to sin offerings 
brought inside the Sanctuary, whose blood is presented on the 
Curtain and the inner altar, and, in the case of the bull and goat 
of Yom Kippur, inside the Holy of Holies, between the staves of 
the Ark. The flesh of these animals is not sacrificed at all, but is 
burned outside Jerusalem. The category of bulls that are burned 
includes the bull of Yom Kippur, the bull for an unwitting com- 
munal sin, and the bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed 
priest. The goats that are burned are the goat of Yom Kippur and 
the goat for an unwitting communal sin of idol worship. In all 
these cases, their sacrificial portions are burned upon the altar 
after the presentation of the blood, which is considered their 
permitting factor. Therefore, if the priest rendered the offering 
piggul, e.g., if he slaughtered it with the intent to present the 
blood the following day, and he ate from its sacrificial portions, 
he is liable to receive karet. But if he ate from the rest of the flesh, 
which was slated to be burned outside Jerusalem, he is not 
liable to receive karet, as the blood does not permit this flesh at 
| (Tiferet Yisrael). Furthermore, if he intended to burn the flesh 
the following day, the offering does not have piggul status, as 
piggul applies only if his intent is with regard to an item that 
is consumed by a person or burned on the altar (see 35a). 
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NOTES 


Any offering whose blood is not presented on the 
external altar — jwnn nayan by iyxw bs: On 14a 
is established that while Rabbi Shimon maintains 
hat this offering is not piggul, he concedes that it is 
disqualified. This is derived by way of an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the halakha of an intent to slaughter not for 
he sake of the offering being sacrificed. 


A handful that is piggul - bap ynip: For example, 
he priest took the handful with the intent to burn 
beyond its designated time, or to eat its remainder 
beyond the designated time. An offering whose rites 
were performed with an improper intent to burn or eat 
beyond its designated time or outside its designated 
area certainly may not be burned on the altar ab initio. 
The case here involves a priest who transgressed and 
brought it onto the altar. 


How can it bring other items — D'NN wa JI: 
the sacrifice of the handful is not valid, how can 
a meal offering become piggul at all? Piggul status 
akes effect only if the rest of the service was per- 
ormed properly, and a meal offering is accepted solely 
hrough the burning of its handful. Accordingly, Ulla’s 
statement should be read as follows: If the burning 
of the handful must be considered an accepted act 
with regard to the remainder of the meal offering in 
order to bring it into a status of piggul, is it not all the 
more so that the handful itself is fit? 


Where the fire has taken hold of it - ,712 ahwaw 
VNI: At this stage the handful is already considered 
the food of the altar, and therefore its burning must 
be completed. 
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Rabbi Shimon says: Those bulls and goats are not subject to piggul 
because their blood is presented in the Sanctuary, and in the case 
of any offering whose blood is not presented on the external altar" 
like that of a peace offering, with regard to which the halakha 
of piggul was stated in the Torah, one is not liable for eating it 
due to violation of the prohibition of piggul. 


G E M ARA Ulla says: With regard to a handful of a 


meal offering that is piggul’" that was 
offered up on the altar, its piggul status has left it. His reasoning 
is as follows: If this handful brings other items to a status of piggul, 
with regard to itself is it not all the more so? The Gemara asks: 
What is Ulla saying? This consideration does not explain why the 
status of piggul should leave the handful. The Gemara answers that 
this is what he is saying: If the handful is not accepted, i.e., if 
its sacrifice is disqualified, how can it bring other items" to a status 
of piggul? A meal offering is considered piggul only if its handful 
is properly sacrificed. 


The Gemara asks: What is Ulla teaching us? If he is teaching us 
that one is not liable for eating the handful due to violation of 
the prohibition of piggul, we learn this in the mishna: These are 
the items for which one is not liable due to piggul: The handful, 
the incense, the frankincense, the meal offering of priests, the 
meal offering of the anointed priest, the meal offering brought 
with the libations that accompany animal offerings, and the blood. 
If so, one is not liable for eating the handful even ifit was not offered 
up on the altar. 


Rather, Ulla is teaching that if items with piggul status ascended 
the altar, they shall not descend. But this too, we learn in a mishna 
(84a): With regard to sacrificial flesh that is left overnight, or that 
emerges from the Temple courtyard, or that is ritually impure, or 
an offering that was slaughtered with the intention of eating the 
meat beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, 
thereby acquiring the status of piggul, if any one of these ascended 
the altar they shall not descend. 


Rather, Ulla is teaching that if items with piggul status descended 
from the altar after having been brought up there, they ascend once 
again. But we also learn in that same mishna (84b) that this is not 
so: Just as if they ascended the altar, they shall not descend, so 
too, if they descended from the altar they shall not ascend. The 
Gemara answers: No, Ulla’s ruling is necessary in a case where 
the fire has already taken hold ofit,"" i.e., the handful began to burn 
before it came down from the altar. Ulla teaches that in such a case 
the priests should return the handful to the altar, as its piggul status 
has already left it. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But this halakha too, Ulla already 
said it on another occasion. As Ulla says: The mishna taught 
that items that descended from the altar shall not ascend again 
only where the fire has not taken hold of them, but where the fire 
has already taken hold of them, they shall ascend. The Gemara 
explains: Even so, there is a novelty in Ulla’s ruling: Lest you say 
that this matter applies only 


A handful that is piggul, etc. - aah yaip: With regard to piggul 
that ascended to the altar, once the fire has taken hold of most of 
it, the prohibition leaves it, as stated by Ulla, in accordance with 
the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan on the following amud (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:21; see Mishne 


LaMelekh on 3:9). 


HALAKHA 


Where the fire has taken hold of it - x7 Ja munaw: With 
regard to all items disqualified for the altar, if their disqualification 
occurred after they were brought inside the Temple, e.g., if they 
were left overnight or taken outside, just as if they ascended the 
altar they shall not descend, so too, if they descended they shall 
not ascend again. If the fire has already taken hold of them, then 
even if they descended they should be brought back up to the 
top of the altar for the completion of their burning, as stated by 
Ulla (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:8-9). 
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to a limb of an offering, which is all connected together so 
that it forms a single unit, and one can say that if fire took hold 
of part of it, all of it is considered the food of the altar, and there- 
fore it is returned to the altar ifit came down; but with regard to 
a handful, which consists of separate pieces, perhaps only the 
part that the fire took hold of is returned to the altar, but as for 
the rest you might say that it does not ascend again. Therefore, 
Ulla teaches us" that the same halakha applies to the handful 
as to a limb, i.e., if it descended from the altar after fire already 
took hold of any part of it, it ascends once again in its entirety 
to the altar. 


Rav Ahai says: Since the handful is considered one unit, there- 
fore, in the case of this handful of piggul, half of which" lies on 
the ground and half of which was brought up to the wood 
arrangement on the altar and the fire took hold of it, one brings 
all of it up" to the altar ab initio. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to 
piggul, notar," i.e., offerings that remain after the time allotted 
for their consumption, and ritually impure flesh, where one 
brought them up to the altar, their prohibition has left them." 
Rav Hisda said in astonishment: Teacher of this halakha," is 
the altar a bath of ritual purification that can render an impure 
item pure? Rabbi Zeira says: This is referring to a case where 
the fire took hold of them, and therefore the item belongs to 
the altar and the prohibition lapses. 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Bisna raises an objection from a baraita. 
Others say: The verse states: “But the soul that eats of the meat 
of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which pertain to the Lord, 
having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off from 
his people” (Leviticus 7:20). Although this can also be read as: 
Having its impurity upon it, referring to the meat of the peace 
offerings, the verse in fact is referring to one whose impurity can 
depart from him," i.e., a person who is currently impure, but can 
attain a state of ritual purity by immersing in a ritual bath. This 
serves to exclude the impure flesh of offerings, as its impurity 
cannot depart from it, since ritually impure flesh cannot be 
purified. And ifit is so that Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is correct, 
the impurity of flesh can in fact depart from it by means of the 
fire of the altar. 


Rava says: When the baraita speaks of an item whose impurity 
cannot depart from it, we say it is referring to purification by 
means of a ritual bath, not through any other means. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: Is the term ritual bath written in 
the baraita? It speaks only in general terms about impurity that 
can or cannot depart from an item. Rather, Rav Pappa says: 
In that verse we are dealing with the meat of peace offerings, 
which are not fit for sacrificing, as the meat of a peace offering 
is eaten rather than being burned on the altar. Therefore, bringing 
it up to the altar does not remove its impurity from it. 


Ravina says there is a different answer: Even if the impurity 
of flesh leaves it when it is brought up to the altar, this verse 
cannot be referring to the impure meat of peace offerings, as 
the phrase “having his impurity upon him” is referring to one 
whose impurity departs from him when he is whole; the term 

“upon him” indicates that he is in a state of wholeness. This serves 
to exclude sacrificial flesh, which is an item whose impurity 
does not depart from it when it is whole, but only when it is 
deficient, i.e., when fire takes hold of it on the altar. 


NOTES 
Teaches us — b yrw xp: Although the handful is not a solid 
entity, since it is taken from the meal offering in one action it is 
halakhically considered a single unit. Consequently, once the 
fire has taken hold of it, the entire handful is brought back to 
he altar if it came down. 


One brings all of it up — mash ab x3: According to Rashi, 
his is referring to a case where only half of the handful was 
brought up to the altar at the outset. Since the handful is consid- 
ered a single unit it is brought up in its entirety. Others add that 
his follows Ulla’s earlier reasoning: If the handful can cause other 
items to become piggul once the fire takes hold of most of it, 
certainly it renders the rest of the handful permitted for the altar 
Panim Meirot). Some commentaries understand that this is refer- 
ring to a case where the entire handful was brought up to the 
altar, and subsequently half of it came down (Josafot on 42b). 


Their prohibition has left them - jn WE pps: As far as piggul 
is concerned, this means that if the flesh came down from the 
altar it is brought back up, as the Gemara stated earlier concern- 
ing the statement of Ulla. With regard to notar and impure flesh, 
they are no longer prohibited for consumption (Rashi). 


Teacher [marei] of this halakha — 93" ya: Rashi explains this 
term literally as referring to the teacher of the halakha in ques- 
tion. An alternative version of the text reads: My teacher and 
Rabbi (Arukh). Some maintain that marei here means Master, i.e., 
God, and it is an exclamation similar to: Master of the Universe! 
(Arukh HaShalem). 


One whose impurity can depart from him - novia ngaww 1 
a331: Admittedly, ritual impurity can also depart from flesh, 
when it is no longer fit to be eaten. In that case, the possibility 
of it being prohibited for consumption is no longer relevant, as 
it does not have the status of food. 


— HALAKHA —— 
This handful of piggul, half of which - saba hwa yap N: 
If part of a piggul handful was left on the ground and the fire of 
the altar took hold of the other part, all of it shall ascend to the 
altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:10). 


Piggul, notar, etc. — 13) 1037) Diwan: With regard to a piece of 
flesh that has the status of piggul, notar, or impure flesh, that 
ascended to the top of the altar, once the fire takes hold of 
most of the piece its prohibition departs from it, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:21). 


29911: ZEVAHIM: PEREK IV: 43B 241 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


And there it is stated, his impurity is yet upon him — 
ia ingay tnd ‘wasnt: According to an alternative read- 

ing of the text, which is rejected by Rashi, the reference 

is to the following verse: “Whoever he is of all your seed 

hroughout your generations, who approaches to the 
sacred items, which the children of Israel consecrate 

o the Lord, having his impurity upon him” (Leviticus 
22:3). That verse is clearly referring to the impurity of 
he person (see Tosafot). 


The verse is speaking of impurity of the body — 
VATA D037 P1 NKIWA: As explained, the main dif- 
ficulty with the claim that the verse: “But the soul that 
eats of the meat of the sacrifice of peace offerings, 
which pertain to the Lord, having his impurity upon 
him, that soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 
7:20), is referring to impurity of the body is that the 
erm “soul” is in the feminine form, whereas the phrase 
having his impurity upon him” is in the masculine, an 
indication that this is referring to impurity of the meat, 
which is also in the masculine. Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi 
notes the subsequent verse in order to compare the sty- 
listic forms of the two verses. Once it has been shown 
that the next verse starts in the feminine form before 
moving on to the masculine, it is evident that this shift 
isnot an anomaly, and therefore it can be accepted that 
the first verse is written in a similar style. 


n 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi — 2°48 33 PM? 27: The 
Talmud mentions two Sages of this name. The first 
Sage lived in the transitional generation between the 
tanna’im and the amora'im, whereas the Rav Yitzhak 
bar Avudimi mentioned here was a Babylonian amora 
rom the third generation. He was probably a disciple 
and colleague of Rav Hisda, and was famous for his 
breadth of knowledge of the Bible, as well as his unique 
method of study, by which he would seek evidence and 
allusions to all statements of the Sages in the Bible itself. 
umerous halakhot are stated in his name. Apparently, 
both Abaye and Rava were disciples of Rav Yitzhak bar 
Avudimi with regard to matters of biblical explication, as 
hey both attribute various traditions to him. 


Ze'eiri — Yt: Ze'eiri was a Babylonian amora of the 
second generation, and a student of Rav and Rav 
ahana. At a young age, Ze'eiri emigrated to Eretz 
Yisrael where he studied under Hanina bar Hama, 
whom he often quoted. He subsequently enrolled as 
a student of Rabbi Yohanan, who so admired him that 
he desired him as a son-in-law, as the Gemara relates. 
Ze'eiri's refusal to the match stemmed from his sense 
hat Babylonian scholars were superior to those of Eretz 
Yisrael. Ze’eiri eventually returned to Babylonia, where 
he was instrumental in transmitting the traditions of 
Eretz Yisrael to the students in the Neharde’a yeshiva. 
His departure from Eretz Yisrael was apparently the 
reason why Ze'eiri was never ordained. The generations 
hat followed him held him in high esteem, to such an 
extent that Rava was confident in stating here that a 
baraita that had not been explicated by Ze'eiri remains 
unexplained. Ze'eiri's statements are exclusively con- 
cerned with the realm of halakha. His primary student 
was Rav Hiyya bar Ashi. 
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§ The Gemara proceeds to analyze the matter itself. In the baraita 
the Rabbis attempt to prove that the verse: “But the soul that eats 
of the meat of the sacrifice of peace offerings, which pertain to the 
Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off from 
his people” (Leviticus 7:20), is referring to a ritually impure person, 
and not to impure flesh. The baraita states: “Having his impurity 
upon him’; the verse speaks of impurity of the body of the person, 
not the impurity of the flesh of the offering. 


The question may be raised: Do you say that it is dealing with impu- 
rity of the body? Or is it speaking only of impurity of the flesh, as 

is suggested by the fact that the term for “meat” [basar] is masculine, 
matching the masculine pronominal suffix attached to the word 

“impurity,” whereas the word for “soul” [nefesh] is feminine? The 

answer is that here it is stated: “Having his impurity upon him,” 
and there it is stated: “Whoever touches the dead, the body of any 
man that has died, and does not purify himself, he has defiled the 

Tabernacle of the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off from Israel, 
because the water of sprinkling was not sprinkled upon him, he 

shall be impure, his impurity is yet upon him” (Numbers 19:13)." 

Just as there, the verse is speaking of impurity of the body, so 

too here, the verse is speaking of impurity of the body. 


Rabbi Yosei says there is a different proof: Since in this verse (Leviti- 
cus 7:20) the sacrificial animals are mentioned in the plural form, 
i.e. “peace offerings,” but the impurity is mentioned in the singular: 


“Upon him,” evidently the verse is speaking of impurity of the body, 


and not impurity of the peace offerings. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says 
there is yet another proof: Since the next verse states: “And when 
anyone shall touch any impure item...and eat of the meat of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:21), this indicates that the 
verse is speaking of impurity of the body, as will be explained. 
Others say that the phrase “having his impurity upon him” proves 
that the reference here is to one whose impurity can depart from 
him, i.e., a person. This serves to exclude the impure flesh of offer- 
ings, as its impurity cannot depart from it. This concludes the 
baraita. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said: Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says that the term “and eat” indicates that the verse is 
speaking of impurity of the body. The Gemara asks: From where 
is this inferred? How is the meaning of this verse derived from this 
term, which appears in a different verse? In this connection the 
Gemara notes that Rava said: Any verse that was not explained by 
Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi,’ and any baraita that was not explained 
by Rav Ze’eiri,’ was not explained, as these Sages are the most 
accomplished interpreters of verses and baraitot, respectively. 


Rava cites the relevant explanation of the verse referred to by Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi: This is what Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi says: The 

next verse states: “And when anyone shall touch any impure item, 
whether it is the impurity of man, or an impure animal, or any impure 

detestable thing, and eat of the meat of the sacrifice of peace offerings, 
which pertain to the Lord, that soul shall be cut off from his people” 
(Leviticus 7:21). The beginning of that verse: “And when anyone shall 

touch,” and the end of that verse: “That soul shall be cut off,’ are in 

the feminine form, whereas the middle of the verse: “And eat of the 

meat,’ is in the masculine form, and yet it is clear that the verse is 

speaking of impurity of the body. The same may be said about the 

previous verse: Since the verse begins in the feminine form and 

ends in the feminine form, and the masculine form is used in the 

middle, the verse must be speaking of impurity of the body," 

despite the change from the feminine to the masculine. 


The verse must be speaking of impurity of the body - nyawa 
BVA NDT qa: With regard to one who contracted a level of 


HALAKHA 


olive-bulk of sacrificial food he is liable to receive karet, whether 
the food was impure or pure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


ritual impurity for which he would be liable to receive karet if © HaMukdashin 18:13). 
he entered the Temple in that state, if he intentionally ate an 
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The Gemara cites the baraita, alluded to by Rava, through which 
the interpretative prowess of Rav Ze’eiri is demonstrated. This 
baraita also discusses the topic of eating consecrated food while in 
a state of ritual impurity. As it is taught in a baraita: If the lenient 
are stated, why are the stringent stated; and if the stringent are 
stated, why are the lenient stated? If the lenient were stated and 
not the stringent, I would say: For the lenient, one is liable to 
receive lashes for violating a prohibition, and for the stringent, 
one is liable to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven. 
Therefore, the stringent are stated. And if the stringent were 
stated and the lenient were not stated, I would say: Only for the 
stringent should one be liable to receive a punishment; but for 
the lenient, one should be entirely exempt. Therefore, the lenient 
are stated. This concludes the baraita, the meaning of which is 
opaque. 


The Gemara asks: What are the lenient, and what are the strin- 
gent? It is known that the baraita is discussing the broad topic of 
eating consecrated food in a state of impurity, but its precise mean- 
ing requires elucidation. If we say that the lenient is referring to 
the consumption of second tithe’® while one is impure, and the 
stringent is referring to the partaking of teruma, the portion of 
the produce designated for the priest, in a state of impurity, how 
can the baraita say that had the Torah stated only the prohibition 
against eating second tithe I would incorrectly have said that one 
who partakes of teruma is liable to be punished with death at the 
hand of Heaven? Now too, this is the halakha; one who partakes 
of teruma when he is in a state of impurity is indeed liable to be 
punished with death at the hand of Heaven." 


And furthermore, is it correct to say: And if the Torah had not 
stated the stringent case of teruma but only the lenient case of 
second tithe, and I would learn the halakha in the stringent case 
from the halakha in the lenient case by way of an a fortiori inference, 
I would then say that the punishment in the stringent case is that 
of death at the hand of Heaven? This is impossible, as there is a 
principle with regard to a fortiori inferences that it is sufficient 
for the conclusion that emerges from an a fortiori inference to be 
like its source.’ In other words, a halakha derived by means of an 
a fortiori inference can be no more stringent than the source from 
which it is derived. In this instance, if an impure person who eats 
second tithe is flogged for violating a prohibition, then the punish- 
ment for partaking of teruma in a state of impurity, were it not 
stated in the Torah, could be no more severe than that. 


Rather, when the baraita refers to the lenient it is referring to the 
impurity of the carcass of a creeping animal, while the stringent 
is referring to the impurity imparted by a corpse, as the Torah 
discusses both these cases in the context of eating consecrated 
foods in a state of ritual impurity: “And whoever touches anything 
that is impure by the dead, or a man whose semen goes from him, 
or whoever touches any creeping animal” (Leviticus 22:4-5). 


The Gemara asks: But if so, to what food is this referring? If it is 
referring to the partaking of teruma, both this one who was ren- 
dered impure by the dead and that one who was rendered impure 
by a creeping animal are liable to be punished with death at the 
hand of Heaven. No matter how he became impure, if he partakes 
of teruma in a state of ritual impurity he is liable to be punished 
with death. And furthermore, how can the baraita state: Therefore, 
the stringent are stated, i.e., to teach that one is liable only to 
be flogged for violating a prohibition, and not to be punished 
with death. After all, one who partakes of teruma when impure is 
in fact liable to be punished with death" at the hand of Heaven. 
Consequently, the reference to stringent and lenient cannot be 
referring to the partaking of teruma. 


And if the baraita is referring to the eating of second tithe, this 
too is difficult. 


NOTES 


If we say that the lenient is referring to the consump- 
tion of second tithe - wy nbp xiv: The Gemara in 
Yevamot 74b discusses the following verses, which concern 
the prohibition against eating consecrated food in a state 
of ritual impurity: “And he shall not eat of the holy items, 
unless he has bathed his flesh in water. And when the sun 
has set, he shall be pure, and afterward he may eat from the 
holy items” (Leviticus 22:6-7). The Gemara explains that the 
first statement is referring to second tithe, which may be 
eaten as soon as one has immersed, while the second state- 
ment is referring to teruma, which may be partaken of only 
after sunset. With regard to second tithe the verse states 
only a prohibition: “And he shall not eat of the holy items,’ 
whereas concerning teruma it states: “And die therein if they 
profane it” (Leviticus 22:9). 


Liable to be punished with death — Anvaa: There is a ver- 
sion of the text that adds here a reference to the principle 
that it is sufficient for the conclusion that emerges from 
an a fortiori inference to be like its source. Rashi on the 
following amud rejects this version as a scribal error that 
was included in the text merely because it appears in the 
preceding and subsequent discussions. Rashi’s reasoning 
is clear; according to the interpretation that the baraita is 
referring solely to the partaking of teruma it makes no dif- 
ference to one’s punishment whether he contracted ritual 
impurity through contact with a corpse or through contact 
with the carcass of a creeping animal. Either way, he is liable 
to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven. 


BACKGROUND 


Second tithe -3% Twa: This is a tithe that is set aside after 
teruma is given to the priests and the first tithe is given 
to the Levites. Second tithe is separated during the first, 
second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After 
second tithe is set aside, it is brought to Jerusalem to be 
eaten there by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem is too 
long and it would be difficult to transport all the second 
tithe, or if the produce became ritually impure, it can be 
redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If the owner 
redeems his own produce, he is required to add one-fifth 
of its value. This redemption money is brought to Jerusalem, 
where it is spent on food that must be consumed there. 
Second tithe can be redeemed only with minted coins bear- 
ing an imprint; blanks and promissory notes cannot be used. 
Today, second tithe is still redeemed, but for a nominal sum, 
as in the absence of the Temple it is no longer brought to 
Jerusalem. The halakhot of second tithe are discussed in 
tractate Ma‘aser Sheni. 


It is sufficient [dayyo] for the conclusion that emerges 
from an a fortiori inference to be like its source - xa) pT 
paa nah pt pa: This halakhic principle, referred to in 
shorthand as dayyo, restricts the conclusion that may be 
derived from an a fortiori inference. It prevents the imple- 
mentation of limitless leniencies or stringencies from an 
afortiori inference, by creating parameters for its implemen- 
ation. The principle of dayyo establishes that an a fortiori 
inference teaches in the following manner: Just as X is more 
stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is no less stringent 
han Y with regard to point B. It does not teach: Just as X is 
more stringent than Y with regard to point A, X is similarly 
more stringent than Y with regard to point B. If that were 
he case, there would be no limits to the conclusion derived 
from the inference. 


HALAKHA 


An impure person with regard to teruma and tithe - 
Wynd manna Kav: A ritually impure individual who par- 
takes of teruma is liable to be punished with death at the 
hand of Heaven. If he was properly warned, he is flogged 
by the court. One who eats second tithe in a state of ritual 
impurity in the place where it is supposed to be eaten, 
i.e., Jerusalem, is flogged but is not liable to be punished 
with death (Rambam Sefer Zera’‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:1 and 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 3:1). 
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Perek IV 
Dafa4 Amuda 


NOTES 


Lenient is referring to the impurity of a creeping 
animal - yw naw nibp: The second part of the 


baraita is not cited as a difficulty for any of the interpre- 
ations, as it can be understood in a relatively straight- 


orward manner according to each interpretation. 
According to the current explanation, the last clause 
of the baraita should be understood as follows: Had 
he Torah stated only that one who became impure 
hrough contact with a corpse is liable to be punished 
with death at the hand of Heaven for partaking of 


would have said that if he was impure through contact 
with the carcass of a creeping animal he would be 
entirely exempt. 
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teruma and to be flogged for consuming second tithe, 
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If the stringent case of impurity imparted by a corpse were not 
stated, but only the lenient case of the impurity of a creeping animal, 
would I say that the punishment in the stringent case is that of 
death at the hand of Heaven? Rather, the halakha in the case of 
impurity imparted by a corpse would be derived from the halakha 
in the case of the impurity of a creeping animal by means of an 
a fortiori inference, and it is sufficient for the conclusion that 
emerges from an a fortiori inference to be like its source, in this 
case that one is liable to be flogged for the violation ofa prohibition, 
and no more. 


Zeeiri says: Indeed, the lenient case is referring to the impurity of 
a creeping animal," and the stringent case is referring to impurity 
imparted by a corpse. And this is what the baraita is saying: If 
the impurity of a creeping animal was stated, and it was stated 
that one who eats second tithe while impure with such impurity 
has violated a prohibition and one who partakes of teruma in that 
state is liable to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven, and 
the impurity imparted by a corpse was not stated in this context, 
I would say as follows: The lenient level ofimpurity, that of a creep- 
ing animal, with regard to food with lenient halakhot, second tithe, 
involves the violation of a prohibition, and with regard to food 
with stringent halakhot, teruma, it involves liability to be punished 
with death at the hand of Heaven. 


Zeeiri continues his explanation of the baraita: And from the fact 
that the lenient level of impurity, that of a creeping animal, with 
regard to food with stringent halakhot, teruma, involves liability to 
be punished with death at the hand of Heaven, it may be inferred 
that also in the analogous case of the stringent level of impurity, 
imparted by a corpse, with regard to food with lenient halakhot, 
there is liability to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven. 
Therefore, the stringent level of impurity, imparted by a corpse, was 
stated with regard to second tithe, which has lenient halakhot, to 
teach that even if one contracted impurity from a corpse, he has 
violated only a prohibition for eating second tithe, and is not liable 
to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to any item that has permitting 
factors, either for consumption by a person or for burning on the 
altar, one is liable for eating it due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul. The Gemara cites a verse and a related baraita. The verse 
states: “And if any be at all eaten of the flesh of the sacrifice of his 
peace offering on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall 
it be imputed to him who sacrifices it; it shall be piggul, and the 
soul that eats of it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18). The 
baraita first demonstrates that the halakha of piggul applies not 
only to a peace offering, with regard to which it is stated in the Torah, 
but to all offerings. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Or perhaps the halakha of piggul 
extends only’ to an offering that is similar to peace offerings: 
Just as peace offerings are notable in that they are eaten for two 
days and one night, so too, the halakha of piggul applies to any 
offering that is eaten for two days and one night. 


NOTES 
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Or perhaps the halakha of piggul extends only - Kan 1K ix 
xdy: This is a citation from the middle of a baraita in Torat Kohanim 
on Leviticus 7:18. The baraita starts with a question: From where 
is it derived that the punishment of karet stated with regard to 
piggul applies to all offerings? The baraita quotes the verse: “That 
they separate themselves from the sacred items of the children of 
Israel” (Leviticus 22:2), which indicates that the prohibition applies 


to all consecrated items. Admittedly, this verse is discussing ritual 
impurity; but it is derived by way of a verbal analogy that the 
same applies to piggul. The baraita proceeds with the sentence 
brought here, asking: How is it known that this prohibition is not 
referring only to what is stated in the immediate context, namely 
peace offerings? 
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But as for an offering that is eaten only for one day, i.e., the day 
the offering is sacrificed, and the following night, e.g., a sin 
offering, guilt offering, and firstborn offering, from where is it 
derived that the halakha of piggul applies to this offering as well? 
The verse states: “Of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offer- 
ing,” which teaches that the status of piggul can apply to any 
offering whose remainder of meat is eaten after its sacrificial 
portions have been offered on the altar. The baraita asks: With 
regard to a burnt offering, whose remainder of meat is not 
eaten, as it is burned in its entirety on the altar, from where 
is this halakha derived? The verse states: “Sacrifice,” which 
includes any offering that is slaughtered. 


The baraita asks: From where is it derived to include bird offer- 
ings, e.g., doves or pigeons, which are not slaughtered but whose 
napes of their necks are pinched, and meal offerings, until I 
include even the log of oil that accompanies the guilt offering 
of a recovered leper? The verse states with regard to the con- 
sumption of consecrated food in a state of ritual purity: “That 
they separate themselves from the sacred items of the children 
of Israel, which they consecrate to Me," and that they do not 
profane My holy name” (Leviticus 22:2). 


The baraita clarifies this derivation: The halakha that the prohibi- 
tion of notar applies to all these offerings is derived through a 
verbal analogy of profanation in the context of notar: “And if 
anything remains until the third day, it shall be burned in fire... 
and anyone who eats it shall bear his iniquity, because he has 
profaned the sacred item of the Lord” (Leviticus 19:6-8), and 
profanation stated in the verse discussing ritual impurity: “And 
that they do not profane My holy name.” And the halakha that 
piggul applies to all these offerings is subsequently derived 
through a verbal analogy of “iniquity” in the context of piggul 
and “iniquity” stated in the verse discussing notar. With regard 
to piggul, the verse states: “It shall be piggul, and the soul that 
eats of it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), and with regard 
to notar, it is stated in the aforementioned verse: “And anyone 
who eats it shall bear his iniquity.’ 


The baraita asks: And since the verse eventually includes all 
items, even meal offerings and the log of oil of a leper, now 
one can ask: Why does the verse state piggul specifically with 
regard to peace offerings? The baraita answers: This serves 
to tell you that the offering must be similar to peace offerings 
in the following way: Just as peace offerings are notable in 
that they have permitting factors, either for consumption by 
a person or for burning on the altar, so too, with regard to 
any item that has permitting factors, either for a person or 
for the altar, one is liable for eating it due to violation of the 
prohibition of piggul. 


The baraita specifies: With regard to the burnt offering, its 
blood renders its flesh permitted to be burned on the altar and 
its hide to be used by the priests. With regard to the bird burnt 
offering, its blood renders its flesh and its skin permitted to 
be burned on the altar. With regard to the bird sin offering, 
its blood renders its flesh permitted for consumption by the 
priests. With regard to bulls that are burned, e.g., the bull 
sacrificed for an unwitting communal transgression, and goats 
that are burned, e.g., the goat sacrificed for an unwitting com- 
munal sin of idol worship, their blood renders their sacrificial 
portions permitted to be sacrificed on the altar. 


And I exclude, via the analogy to peace offerings, the handful 
of a meal offering, the frankincense, the incense, the meal 
offering of priests, the meal offering of the anointed priest, 
the meal offering brought with the libations that accompany 
animal offerings, and the blood. All these do not have an item 
that renders them permitted either for a person or for the altar. 


NOTES §=—WW—___—_- 
Which they consecrate to Me — b Dp OF Wr: This 
derivation involves two verbal analogies, as this verse, which 
is referring to ritual impurity, is first applied to notar, and from 
notar it is extended to piggul. The Gemara will discuss the 
possibility of deriving by way of a verbal analogy from a case 
that itself was derived only by verbal analogy (see Josafot). 
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The baraita concludes: Rabbi Shimon says that the fact that the 
verse specifies peace offerings as the standard case of piggul teaches: 
Just as peace offerings are notable in that they have a permitting 
factor that is sacrificed on the external altar, i.e., their blood, and 
one is liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition of 
piggul, so too, with regard to any item that has a permitting factor 
that is sacrificed on the external altar, one is liable for eating it 
due to violation of the prohibition of piggul. This serves to exclude 
bulls that are burned and goats that are burned: Since their blood 
is not presented on the external altar like peace offerings, one 
is not liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition 


of piggul. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said: Perhaps the 
halakha of piggul extends only to an offering that is similar to peace 
offerings: What is this offering that is similar to a peace offering 
but not included in the category of peace offerings? The Gemara 
answers: The reference is to a firstborn’ offering, which is eaten for 
two days and one night, as is a peace offering. The Gemara raises a 
difficulty: By what hermeneutical principle is the halakha of the 
firstborn offering derived? If it is by the hermeneutical principle of: 
What do we find with regard to, a principle of inductive reasoning 
involving a comparison between cases that include similar details, 
i.e. since the peace offering and firstborn offering are similar with 
regard to the time designated for their eating, piggul status should 
apply to each, this can be refuted. 


The Gemara clarifies the refutation: What is notable about peace 
offerings? They are notable in that they require placing hands on 
the head of the offering, libations, and waving? of the breast and 
thigh. None of these apply in the case of a firstborn offering. 


Rather, the halakha that piggul status applies to a firstborn offering 
is derived through the hermeneutical principle of a generalization 
and a detail and a generalization, from the following verse: “And if 
any be at all eaten of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings 
on the third day, it shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 7:18). The 
terms: “And if any” and “be at all eaten” are generalizations, while 
the words: “The flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offering” constitute 
a detail. According to the hermeneutical principle of a generaliza- 
tion and a detail and a generalization, in such a case one includes 
any item that is similar to the detail, and therefore one includes 
the firstborn offering. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: These two phrases are generaliza- 
tions that are adjacent to one another, which means that this is 

not an instance of a generalization and a detail and a generalization, 
as they are not in that order. Rava said: The hermeneutical principle 

applies even in this case, as they say in the West, Eretz Yisrael: In 

every place that you find two generalizations that are adjacent to 

one another, cast the detail that is written afterward between them, 
and interpret them in the manner of a generalization and a detail 

and a generalization. Consequently, this verse is considered to state 

a generalization and a detail and a generalization. 


Firstborn — 123: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or goats 
belonging to a Jew is consecrated from birth and must be 
given to a priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the Temple, with 
its meat eaten by the priests and their families (see Numbers 
18:17-18). If a firstborn animal develops a physical blemish that 
disqualifies it from being sacrificed as an offering, it still is given 
to a priest, who may slaughter and eat it like any other non- 
sacred kosher animal. 


Waving - maua: A waving action is performed with peace 
offerings, thanks offerings, and the nazirite’s ram. Following 
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the slaughter of the animal and the sprinkling of its blood 
against the altar, its carcass is skinned, its fats, kidneys and tail 
are removed, and 
These latter parts are grasped by the individual bringing the 
offering, and the officiating priest puts his hands beneath those 
of the owner. Together they wave the sacrificial parts in the 
four directions of the compass, and then up and down. In the 
case of a thanks offering, four bread loaves of different types 
are placed above the pile of animal parts before the waving 
commences. In two instances, a live animal is waved before it 
is slaughtered: The lambs sacrificed on Shavuot and the leper’s 


he breast and right hind leg are separated. 


guilt offering are both waved by the priest as an initial step in 
their sacrifice. Besides these animal offerings, there are several 
meal offerings that are also waved. The omer meal offering is 
brought on the sixteenth of Nisan and waved by the priest. The 
two loaves brought on Shavuot are waved. The meal offering of 
a sota is waved by a woman suspected of adultery. First fruits 
brought to the Temple by a farmer are also waved by him and 
the priest together. Finally, following the naziriteship term of a 
man or a woman, the right hind leg of the ram brought as a 
peace offering is waved by the nazirite, along with a wafer and 
a loaf of bread. 
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§ The baraita teaches: Until I include even the log of oil of a 
leper. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
ruling? The Gemara answers that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to 
the log of oil of the leper, one is liable for consuming it due to 
violation of the prohibition of piggul, if the guilt offering that this 
oil accompanied became piggul; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Say the latter clause: And I 
exclude the meal offering brought with the libations that accom- 
pany animal offerings, and the blood, as they do not have a per- 
mitting factor. Here we arrive at the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
dispute the ruling of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara elaborates: As it is taught in another baraita: With 
regard to the libations of an animal offering, one is liable for 
consuming them due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, as 
the blood of the offering renders them permitted to be offered 
on the altar; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The Rabbis 
said to him: But a person may bring his offerings today" and 
the accompanying libations from now until even ten days later. 
Evidently, then, the blood of the offering does not render the 
libations permitted. Rabbi Meir said to them: I too spoke only 
about libations that come to be sacrificed together with the offer- 
ing. If so, the baraita under discussion represents two conflicting 
opinions. 


Rav Yosef said: In accordance with whose opinion is this ruling, 
that even the log of oil of a leper is included in the prohibition 
of piggul? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, who agrees with the Rabbis that the libations of an animal 
offering are not permitted by the blood of the offering. And Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says with regard to the log of oil of a leper that it 
is not the blood of the guilt offering that renders it permitted; 
rather, the placements of its oil “before the Lord” (Leviticus 
14:16) render the remainder of the oil permitted to be eaten by 
the priests. And from the fact that the placements ofits oil render 
the oil permitted, by the same token the placements of its oil 
render it piggul, i.e., if the oil was placed with the intent that the 
priests should consume its remainder on the following day, one 
who consumes the oil is liable for consuming piggul. 


The Gemara cites the source for Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion. 
As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to the log of oil of a leper, 
one who derives benefit from it is liable for misusing consecrated 
property" if he derives benefit from it at any point after it has 
been consecrated in a service vessel, until the blood of the leper’s 
guilt offering is sprinkled. At this stage the oil is permitted to the 
priests, and therefore the prohibition against misusing property 
consecrated to the Temple no longer applies to it. Once the blood 
has been sprinkled, one may not derive benefit from the oil 
ab initio, by rabbinic law, as it must still be placed on the leper’s 
right ear, thumb, and big toe. But if one derived benefit from it, he 
is not liable for misuse. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: One who derives benefit from the 
oil is liable for misusing consecrated property until the priest 
places its own placements," i.e., until the oil is sprinkled seven 
times toward the Sanctuary, as these sprinklings render the 
remainder of the oil permitted to the priests. And the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi agree that consumption of the log of 
oil is prohibited until the priest places the seven placements, 
i.e., sprinklings, of oil toward the Sanctuary, and performs the 
placing of the oil on the leper’s thumb and big toe.’ 


They said this statement before Rabbi Yirmeya in Eretz Yisrael, 
whereupon he said: Would a great man such as Rav Yosef say 
such a matter, that the sprinkling of the oil renders the rest of 
the oil piggul? 


HALAKHA 
A person may bring his offerings today, etc. - w32 DIK 
3) DIT Pat ny: One may bring the guilt offering of a 
leper on one day and the /og of oil even many days later, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:4). 


Liable for misusing consecrated property - 13 poyin: lfone 
derives benefit from the leper’s log of oil between the time 
it is consecrated in a service vessel and when the blood of 
the guilt offering is sprinkled, he has misused consecrated 
property. Once the blood has been sprinkled, one may not 
derive benefit from the oil ab initio, but if he did so, he is not 
liable for misuse. When the oil has been placed on the leper’s 
right ear, thumb, and big toe, the remainder is permitted to 
the priests like the meat of a sin offering and a guilt offering, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 2:10). 


And they agree that consumption of the oil is prohibited — 
TYI DKW pwi: One may not consume the log of oil 

employed in the purification rites of the leper until after it has 

been sprinkled seven times and placed on the leper's right 
ear, thumb, and big toe. One who consumes the oil before 

this stage is flogged, like one who eats sacrificial meat before 

the sprinkling of the blood, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 

Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Misuse of consecrated property — myn: The halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property are stated in the Torah 
(Leviticus 5:14-16) and discussed in great detail in tractate 
Meiila. The basic principle is that anyone who derives ben- 
efit from consecrated property unwittingly, i.e., without the 
knowledge that it was consecrated property, is obligated to 
bring an offering and to pay to the Temple the value of the 
item from which he benefited. Furthermore, he must pay an 
extra one-fifth of the value as a fine. After one uses such an 
item it loses its consecrated status, which is transferred to 
the money that he pays to the Temple. The Torah does not 
discuss the case of an individual who derives benefit from 
consecrated items intentionally. Therefore, such a person 
cannot atone for his act by bringing an offering or by paying 
the additional one-fifth of the value as a fine. 


Thumb and big toe — niaima: The purification process for 
lepers is detailed in the Torah (see Leviticus, chapter 14). This 
ritual includes the requirement that a priest apply oil that 
has been sanctified for this purpose, as well as blood from 
the guilt offering, upon the leper's right earlobe, right big 
toe, and right thumb. 


NOTES 


One is liable for misusing consecrated property until the 
priest places its placements — yniana jw ay povin: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi maintains that the placements of the oil, not 
the blood of the guilt offering, render the remainder of the 
oil permitted. Rashi notes that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is refer- 
ring only to the sprinkling of the oil toward the Sanctuary, 
although others understand this to be the sprinkling on 
he Curtain (see Keneset HaRishonim). Either way, he agrees 
hat the placing of oil on the leper’s thumb and big toe is 
not indispensable, and therefore this action does not affect 
he status of the oil with regard to misuse of consecrated 
property. 


That consumption of the oil is prohibited - abaya DKW: 
By rabbinic law, the priests may not derive benefit from the 
oil until the entire service has been completed, including 
he placing of the oil on the leper’s right ear, thumb, and 
big toe (Rashi). Some commentaries maintain that although 
consuming the oil before this time it is not considered misuse 
of consecrated property, a priest who does so has violated 
a Torah prohibition against the consumption of consecrated 
foods, even according to the opinion of the Rabbis. There- 
fore, he is punished with a flogging, like one who eats the 
meat of sacrificial food before the presentation of the blood 
(Rambam). 
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NOTES =——¥——————_- 
To include the /og of oil - jaw ab ma: Rashi notes that 
this log of oil is called an offering, as it is stated: “And the 
priest shall take one of the lambs, and offer it for a guilt 
offering, and the /og of oil” (Leviticus 14:12). 
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But there is the case of the log of oil that is brought by itself, i.e., 
where the leper brings it after he has sacrificed his offerings. There 
everyone agrees that its placements render the remainder of the 
oil permitted to the priests, and yet they do not render the oil 
piggul, as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to the log of oil of 
a leper, one is liable for consuming it due to violation of the pro- 
hibition of piggul, as the blood of the offering renders it permitted 
to be placed on the thumb and big toe of the leper. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: But a person may bring his guilt 
offering today" and the accompanying log of oil from now until 
even ten days later. Rabbi Meir said to them: I too spoke only 
about a log of oil that comes with the guilt offering. This indicates 
that even according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it is the blood of 
the offering that renders the oil piggul. 


Rather, Rabbi Yirmeya says: Actually, the aforementioned baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and omit the case 
of the meal offering brought with the libations that accompany 
animal offerings from the list of items that are not subject to the 
halakha of piggul. Abaye says: Actually, do not omit this item 
from the list, and the baraita can be explained in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir as follows: The tanna first taught the 
halakha with regard to the log of oil that comes with the leper’s guilt 
offering, and the same is true of libations that come with an 
animal offering, as according to Rabbi Meir piggul status applies to 
both of these. And then the tanna taught that piggul does not apply 
to libations that come by themselves, and the same is true of a 
log of oil that comes by itself. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the bird burnt offering, its 
blood renders its meat and its skin permitted to be eaten by the 
priests. The Gemara asks: From where is this matter, that the meat 
ofa bird burnt offering is eaten by the priests, derived? The Gemara 
cites a baraita that Levi teaches, with regard to a verse that discusses 
the gifts that are to be presented to the priests: “This shall be yours 
of the most sacred items, from the fire: Every offering of theirs, every 
meal offering of theirs, and every sin offering of theirs, and every 
guilt offering of theirs, which they shall render to Me, shall be most 
sacred for you and for your sons” (Numbers 18:9). 


The baraita clarifies what is included by the term “every” in each of 
these clauses. The verse states: “Every offering of theirs,” which 
serves to include the log of oil" of a leper;" it too is given to the 
priests. The Gemara explains why it is necessary to derive from 
the verse that the oil is a gift to the priesthood: It might enter your 
mind to say that the oil should not be included, as the Merciful 
One writes in this same verse: “From the fire,” and this log of oil, 
notwithstanding its status as an offering, is not reserved from the 
fire. Only an item concerning which part of it is brought to the 
altar can be said to be reserved from the fire, and none of the oil is 
brought to the altar. Therefore, the verse teaches us by the phrase: 


“Every offering of theirs,’ that the oil goes to the priests. 


A person may bring his guilt offering today, etc. - x21) DIK 
^D Pwo iW: The log of oil employed in the purification rites 
of the leper i is not dependent upon the blood of the guilt offer- 
ing, as it is permitted to bring one’s guilt offering today and the 
log of oil several days later. Consequently, piggul status does not 
apply to the /og of oil, in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 


HALAKHA 


To include the /og of oil of a leper - yysn hw yaw ab may: 
After the priest has sprinkled from the log of oil and placed 
some of the oil on the leper's right ear, thumb, and big toe, 
the remainder of the oil is distributed between the priests and 
is eaten by priests (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 4:2-3). 


bis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


12y amn may - "onpa 53” 
Pag JYT NPD -iNap NNN 
DMD "DB 183 We ons DNY 
-ni NI WAN? — WA 

TOVA NP WNNE NY NA? 


Nya oxen mat -ronson baby 
JO NDAD NPS JYT NP7P 


oyim owy nia -owg ay" 
VOTI NPR JYI NPI VI 
Jp yaw Mp AMEE 


big Ia IND KITII YPY DWN 
prem DONI M DYN nist? 


The phrase: “Every meal offering of theirs,” serves to include the 
omer® meal offering," brought as a communal offering on the six- 
teenth of Nisan, and the meal offering of jealousy,” brought by a 
sota. The Gemara elaborates: It might enter your mind to say that 
as the verse states with regard to the consumption of sacrificial food 
by the priests: “And they shall eat those items with which atone- 
ment is achieved” (Exodus 29:33)," only those foods that facilitate 
atonement are given to the priests. And this would exclude the omer 
meal offering and the meal offering of jealousy, as the omer meal 
offering comes to permit the consumption of the new crop, and 
the meal offering of jealousy comes to clarify the transgression 
of the sota, as part of the ordeal undergone by the woman. Therefore, 
the verse teaches us by the phrase: “Every meal offering of theirs,’ 
that even these meal offerings are eaten by the priests. 


The phrase: “And every sin offering of theirs,” serves to include 
the bird sin offering;" its meat too is given to the priests. The 
Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say that this meat 
should not be eaten at all, as it is an unslaughtered animal carcass,’ 
since the bird is killed by pinching its nape (see Leviticus 5:8) rather 
than by slaughtering, which is the manner of ritual slaughter of 
non-sacred birds. Therefore, the phrase: “And every sin offering of 
theirs,’ teaches that the bird sin offering is eaten by the priests. 


The phrase: “Every guilt offering of theirs,” serves to include the 
guilt offering of a nazirite who contracted ritual impurity, and 
the guilt offering of a leper.” The Gemara elaborates: It might 
enter your mind to say that these should not be given to the priests 
to eat, as they come to qualify these individuals, rather than to 
atone. The guilt offering of a nazirite renders him fit to restart his 
term of naziriteship, and the guilt offering of a leper qualifies him to 
eat sacrificial food, whereas the verse states: “And they shall eat 
those items with which atonement is achieved” (Exodus 29:33). 
Therefore, the verse teaches us by the phrase: “Every guilt offering 
of theirs,” that these offerings as well are eaten by the priests. 


The Gemara challenges: It is explicitly written with regard to the 
guilt offering of a leper that it is consumed by the priests: “For as 
the sin offering is the priest’s, so is the guilt offering” (Leviticus 
14:13). Why, then, is this derivation necessary? Rather, the baraita 
means to say that the phrase: “Every guilt offering of theirs,” serves 
to include the guilt offering of a nazirite, teaching that it is like 
the guilt offering of a leper, in that both are eaten by the priests. 


BACKGROUND 


Omer — niy: Technically, an omer is a measure of grain, one- 
tenth of an ephah. The term is also used to refer to the measure 
of barley sacrificed in the Temple on the sixteenth of Nisan, the 
second day of Passover. The offering was brought irrespective of 
whether the sixteenth of Nisan was a Shabbat or a weekday. The 
omer consisted of newly ripe barley that was prepared as roasted 

flour. The barley was harvested on the night following the first day 
of Passover. A handful of the flour was burned on the altar while 

the rest was eaten by the priests. In addition to the flour offering, 
a male sheep was sacrificed as a burnt offering, together with a 

wine libation and two-tenths of an ephah of wheat flour as a meal 

offering. Once the omer had been sacrificed, grain from the new 
harvest could be eaten. 


Meal offering of jealousy — nixapa nny: This is a meal offering 
brought by a suspected adulteress (see Numbers 5:11-31). This 
woman, whose husband brings her to the Temple to undergo 
he biblical procedure to test her faithfulness to him, is required 
o bring a meal offering of barley flour. This is unlike most meal 
offerings, which are brought from wheat flour. Another difference 
rom most meal offerings is that no oil or incense is added to it 
(see Numbers 5:15). A handful of flour is removed from this offer- 
ing and burned on the altar, and the remainder of it is eaten by 
he priests (see Numbers 5:25-26). 


Unslaughtered animal carcass - mean: Although neveila is trans- 
ated as an animal carcass, not all animal carcasses are included 


in this halakhic category. Specifically, it refers to the carcasses of 
large mammals, whether or not they are kosher animals. Among 
kosher animals this includes an animal that died of natural causes 
or as a result of an improperly performed act of ritual slaughter. It 
is prohibited to eat an unslaughtered animal, and that animal is 
a primary source of ritual impurity. Although an unslaughtered 
osher animal may not be eaten, one may derive benefit from 
it. Certain types of severe anatomical defects place an animal in 
his category even while alive, e.g., a completely broken neck. 


Guilt offering of a nazirite — 3 DWX: If a nazirite becomes ritu- 
ally impure by contact with a corpse, whether intentionally or not, 
he must first purify himself and then bring two pigeons to the 
Temple, one for a sin offering and the other for a burnt offering, 
as well as a lamb as a guilt offering. After this, he must start his 
erm as of naziriteship afresh. 


Guilt offering of a leper — yrixia Dwy: An individual suffering 
from leprosy is ritually impure and sent of out of the camp or the 
city until he is cured of his condition. Once cured, he undergoes 
a special ceremony involving two birds and then waits seven 
days for purification. On the eighth day, he brings a female lamb 
for a sin offering, a male lamb for a burnt offering, and a second 
male lamb for a guilt offering. He also brings a meal offering. The 
blood of the guilt offering is used in a purification ritual: Blood 
from the animal and oil that the leper brings are dabbed on 
parts of his body. 
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HALAKHA 
To include the omer meal offering — wyg nna mat: 
The priest takes a handful from the omer meal offering 
and burns it on the altar. The rest is eaten by the priests, 


like the remainders of other meal offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:12). 


To include...the meal offering of jealousy — niab 
DİN7...m: After the sota drinks from the waters, she 
and the priest bring her meal offering. The priest takes a 
handful from the meal offering and burns it on the altar. 
The remainder of the meal offering is eaten by the priests 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:15). 


To include the bird sin offering — iva nxon mad: 
After the priest drains out the blood of the bird sin offer- 
ing, the rest of the sin offering is eaten by priests, like all 
other sin offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 7:7). 


To include the guilt offering of a nazirite - nv nia 
m3: With regard to all guilt offerings, after their blood has 
been presented and their portions burned, their meat is 
eaten by priests in the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:1). 


To include...the guilt offering of a leper - owy..niab 
yrixn: Although the sprinkling of the blood of the guilt 
offering of a leper differs from other guilt offerings, the 
rest of its service is performed like them, and its meat 
is eaten by the priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 9:2). 


NOTES 

With which atonement is achieved - 073 193 Wx: 
The Sages derived from this verse that the remainder 
of offerings is not merely a gift to the priests, but their 
consumption of these remainders actually constitutes 
part of the sacrificial rites, through which the owners of 
the offerings achieve atonement (see Yoma 68b). This 
is alluded to in the statement of Moses to Aaron: “Why 
have you not eaten the sin offering in the place of the 
Sanctuary, seeing it is most sacred, and He has given it 
you to bear the iniquity of the congregation, to make 
atonement for them before the Lord”? (Leviticus 10:17). 
Consequently, it is reasonable to suggest that an offering 
that does not come to facilitate atonement should not 
be eaten by the priests. 


249 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


Item stolen from a convert - 137 Dia: With regard to one 


who robs another and takes a false oath tha 


he did not 


rob him, when he confesses his transgression he must 


bring a guilt offering and return the stolen item plus an 
additional one-fifth of its value (see Leviticus 5:20-26). If 
he robbery victim already died, he must give the stolen 
item and the one-fifth to his heirs. In Numbers 5:7 the 
Torah states that if the owner of the stolen item does not 
have an heir, the principal and the one-fifth are given 
o a priest. The Sages explain that this is referring to a 
convert, as there is no born Jew who does not have an 
heir, however distant. 


With regard to a matter that is performed inside — 
O53 TYIT 973: 
ains that in the case of 
burned, their blood renders their portions permitted 
o be sacrificed on the external altar, and therefore this 


The first tanna of the mishna main- 
he bulls and goats that are 


service can render the offering piggul. Rabbi Shimon 
contends that piggul does not apply, as their blood is not 
presented on the external altar in the manner of peace 
offerings. The ruling of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili is somewhat 
of a compromise between these two opinions. He agrees 
with Rabbi Shimon that the halakha of piggul does not 
apply inside the Sanctuary, but he disputes his ruling 
that piggul does not apply to these offerings at all. Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili’s reasoning is that although their blood is 
presented inside, part of the service of these offerings 
is performed outside, and therefore he distinguishes 


between those acts tha 


are performed inside the 


Sanctuary and those that are performed outside, in the 
Temple courtyard. 
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The baraita continues: With regard to the phrase “which they 
shall render to Me,” this is referring to an item stolen from a 
convert.“" One who robs a convert who then dies with no heirs 
must give the stolen item and an additional one-fifth to the priests. 
Finally, the term “for you” teaches that it shall be yours, even 
to betroth a woman with it, i.e., these gifts are considered the 
priest’s property in all regards. 


§ According to the first tanna of the mishna, the bulls that are 
burned and the goats that are burned, the blood of which is pre- 
sented on the inner altar, are subject to piggul, whereas Rabbi 
Shimon rules that they are not subject to piggul. It is taught in a 
baraita that there is a third opinion concerning the matter: Rabbi 
Elazar says in the name of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: Ifin his service 
of the bulls that are burned or the goats that are burned the priest 
had an intention that can render the offering piggul with regard 
to a matter that is performed outside" the Sanctuary, i.e., in the 
Temple courtyard, he has rendered the offering piggul. If his 
intention was with regard to a matter that is performed inside" 
the Sanctuary or the Holy of Holies, he has not rendered the 
offering piggul. 


The baraita elaborates: How so? Ifhe was standing outside when 
slaughtering the animal, and said: I hereby slaughter the animal 
with the intention of sprinkling its blood tomorrow inside the 
Sanctuary, he has not rendered the offering piggul. The reason is 
that in the case of an intention outside with regard to a matter 
that is performed inside, one has not rendered the offering 
piggul. Likewise, if he was standing inside when sprinkling, and 
said: I hereby sprinkle the blood of the sin offering in order to 
burn its sacrificial portions on the external altar and to pour 
out its remainder on the base of the altar tomorrow, he has not 
rendered the offering piggul, as this is an intention inside with 
regard to a matter that is performed outside. 


But if he was standing outside, and said: I hereby slaughter 
the animal with the intention of pouring out the remainder 
of its blood tomorrow, or to burn its sacrificial portions tomor- 
row, he has rendered the offering piggul, as this is an intention 
outside with regard to a matter that is performed outside. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: What is the verse from which 
this is derived? The verse states with regard to the sacrificial por- 
tions of a bull for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest, which is 
one of the bulls that are burned: “As it is taken off from the 
bull of the peace offering” (Leviticus 4:10). But what, then, do 
we learn from the bull of a peace offering? Everything that is 
specified with regard to a peace offering is stated with regard to 
this bull as well. 


HALAKHA 
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Stolen from a convert - 7373 bu: If someone robbed a convert 
and took a false oath that he did not rob him, and the convert 
died without leaving any heirs, the robber must pay the principal 
and the one-fifth to the priests of the priestly watch serving when 
he brings his guilt offering. The sum that he pays is non-sacred 
in all regards (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Gezeila VaAveda 8:5 
and Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 1:7). 


An intention that can render the offering piggul with regard 
to a matter that is performed outside - yina mwya Tata bpa: 
Ifa priest performing the service of those offerings brought inside 
the Sanctuary was in the courtyard and intended to perform a 
service inside beyond its designated time, the offering is not pig- 
gul. If his intention was concerning a service performed outside, 


it is piggul. How so? If during the slaughter of the animal he said: 
| am hereby slaughtering in order to sprinkle its blood tomorrow, 
itis not piggul, as its sprinkling is performed inside. Likewise, if he 
was standing inside the Sanctuary and said: | am hereby sprin- 
kling its blood in order to sacrifice its portions tomorrow, it is not 
piggul, as his intent occurred during the performance of a service 
inside. If in the slaughter of the animal outside he intended to 
pour the remainder or burn its portions on the following day, the 
offering is piggul, as he had an improper intent with regard to a 
service outside during the performance of a service outside. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar citing 
Rabbi Yosei, following the ruling of Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:46; see 17:2). 
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Rather, the verse juxtaposes the bull for an unwitting sin of 
the anointed priest with the bull of the peace offering: Just as 
the bull of the peace offering is not rendered piggul unless the 
priest’s actions and intentions relate to the service performed 
on the external altar, as that is where it is offered, so too, the bull 
for an unwitting sin of the anointed priest is not rendered piggul 
unless the priest’s intentions and actions relate to the service 
performed on the external altar. 


Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says that Rav says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who 
says his ruling in the name of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rava said: 


Does one issue a halakha for the messianic period, when the 
Temple will be rebuilt? Abaye said to him: If that is so, that such 
halakhot are not taught, let the tanna not teach all the halakhot of 
the slaughter of sacrificial animals, i.e., tractate Zevahim, as it is 
entirely a halakha for the messianic period. Rather, one studies 
these halakhot due to the principle of: Study Torah and receive 
reward, i.e., one is rewarded for the study of Torah regardless 
of its practical applicability. Here too, study Torah and receive 
reward. Rava said to him: This is what I am saying to you: Why 
do I need a practical ruling of halakha? According to another 
version, which presents the same answer in different terms, Rava 
said to him: I spoke in reference to the ruling of halakha, as it is 
puzzling that a halakhic ruling is given in this case. 


With regard to offerings consecrated by 
MISHNA „entia ie 


gentiles™ for sacrifice to God, one is not 
liable for eating them, neither due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul if the sacrificial rites were performed with the intent to 
eat the offering beyond its designated time, nor due to violation 
of the prohibition of notar, nor due to violation of the prohibition 
against eating the meat while ritually impure. And one who 
slaughters them outside" the Temple courtyard is exempt; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. And Rabbi Yosei deems him 
liable. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard 


to offerings consecrated by gentiles, one 
may not derive benefit from them ab initio, but if one derived 
benefit from them, he is not liable after the fact for misusing" 
consecrated property. And one is not liable for eating them, 
neither due to violation of the prohibition of piggul if the sacrifi- 
cial rites were performed with the intent to eat the offering beyond 
its designated time, nor due to violation of the prohibition of 
notar, nor due to violation of the prohibition against eating the 
meat while ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 

Offerings consecrated by gentiles - mi3 'wp: 
Although gentiles are not commanded to sacrifice offer- 
ings, and one may not accept from them any obliga- 
tory offerings, they may bring gift offerings, which are 
sacrificed in the Temple. In the Gemara in Menahot 73b, 
the Sages discuss whether only their burnt offerings are 
accepted, or if even their peace offerings are accepted. 


One who slaughters them outside the Temple court- 
yard is exempt - W3 yna poNwaA: The Gemara does 
not provide a source for this halakha. In the Sifrei on 
Deuteronomy (12:13), Rabbi Shimon infers this ruling 
rom the verse: “Take heed to yourself that you do not 
sacrifice your burnt offerings in every place that you see” 
(Deuteronomy 12:13), which indicates that this prohibi- 
ion applies only to “your burnt offerings,’ but not those 
of gentiles. This is probably the source for the Rambam’s 
ruling that the same exemption applies to the prohibi- 
ion against burning the sacrificial portions of offerings 
outside the Temple. 

Other commentaries cite different proof texts for this 
halakha. Some quote another verse that discusses the 
prohibition against slaughtering consecrated animals 
outside the Temple: “To the end that the children of 
srael shall bring their offerings, which they sacrifice in 
he open field, even that they shall bring them to the 
Lord” (Leviticus 17:5). Again, this verse indicates that the 
prohibition applies only to offerings of the children of 
srael, not those of gentiles (Josefot Yom Tov). Alterna- 
ively, just as the prohibition not to sacrifice outside 
he Temple was given to Jews, not gentiles, likewise 
he prohibition against slaughtering outside does not 
apply to their offerings (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rab- 
beinu Peretz). 


Offerings consecrated by gentiles — Dia wtp: With regard 
to the consecrations of gentiles, one is not liable for consum- 
ing piggul or notar, or for eating an offering in a state of ritual 
impurity. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, as the discussion in the Gemara in tractate 
Temura (2b-3a) is in accordance with his opinion (Kesef Mishne; 
Lehem Mishne). Some commentaries say that the dispute 
between Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yosei applies only to the last 
halakha, with regard to one who slaughters offerings outside 


the Sanctuary (Mahari Kurkus). If so, the rulings concerning 
piggul, notar, and eating in a state of ritual impurity are in accor- 
dance with the unattributed opinion in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:24). 


One who slaughters them outside — yina joniw: One who 
slaughters offerings of gentiles outside their designated area is 
liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:16). 


One may not derive benefit but he is not liable for misusing - 
phyin x pata x: With regard to items consecrated by gentiles, 
if they were consecrated for Temple maintenance, one who 

derives benefit from them is liable for misuse of consecrated 

property. If they were consecrated for the altar, by Torah law the 

prohibition of misuse does not apply to them (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 5:15). 
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HALAKHA 


And gentiles cannot render an animal a substitute — 
ampan pwiy pry: Gentiles cannot perform substitution by 
Torah law. Nevertheless, if a gentile substituted another 
animal for his offering it is considered a substitute by 
rabbinic law. The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, as the Gemara in tractate Arakhin 
(5b) follows his ruling (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Temura 1:6, and see Kesef Mishne, Lehem Mishne, and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


And gentiles cannot bring libations — 0°30) pwa pyy: 
Gentiles do not bring libations together with their burnt 
offerings. The libations are acquired with communal 
funds (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
3:5, and see Lehem Mishne there). 


NOTES 

And gentiles cannot bring libations — 0°30) pwa peer: 
Rashi explains that gentiles cannot bring a gift offering 
of libations by itself, an option available to Jews. Never- 
theless, if they send an offering they must include the 
money for its libations ab initio. If they neglected to do 
so, the libations are supplied from communal funds, as 
stated in the mishna in tractate Shekalim (7:6). Some say 
that gentiles need not bring libations with their offerings 
even ab initio, and these are bought from communal 
funds, as every burnt offering requires libations (Shita 
Mekubbetzet on Menahot 73b; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola on Jemura 2b). 


In what case is this statement said - PYN O97 7123: 
According to Rashi, this question refers back to the opin- 
ion of the first tanna that with regard to items consecrated 
by gentiles, one is not liable for misuse of consecrated 
property. The baraita adds that the dispute between 
the first tanna and Rabbi Yosei relates only to items con- 
secrated for the altar, but as for items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance, everyone agrees that one is liable 
even for items consecrated by gentiles. Others maintain, 
in light of the discussion in the Gemara, that this clause 
is the continuation of the statement of Rabbi Yosei, who 
concedes to the first tanna with regard to items conse- 
crated for the altar. If so, the first tanna holds that one is 
not liable for misuse in either case (Rabbeinu Yitzhak of 
Dampierre, cited by Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 


Items consecrated for Temple maintenance - p12 °w7? 
Tait: A distinction is drawn between animals conse- 
crated as sacrificial offerings and items donated to the 
Temple for other purposes. Items in the latter category 
are considered consecrated for Temple maintenance, and 
they are used, or sold for money that is used, to repair the 
Temple, to replace its utensils, or to beautify the structure. 
Anything of worth can be consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, but animals that are fit for use as offerings may 
be consecrated only as offerings. 
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And gentiles cannot render an animal a substitute," i.e., if a 
gentile stated with regard to an animal that it should be the sub- 
stitute of a consecrated animal, the substitution does not take 
effect. And gentiles cannot bring libations™ that are brought by 
themselves as a separate offering and do not accompany an ani- 
mal offering, but their animal offerings require libations. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rabbi Yosei says: I see the logic of the opinion that in all of these 
cases it is correct to be stringent about the offerings of gentiles, 
as it is stated with regard to them: “Any man of the house of 
Israel, or of the strangers in Israel that will sacrifice his offering... 
to the Lord” (Leviticus 22:18). This indicates that all offerings, 
even those of gentiles, are fully consecrated to God; therefore, 
the halakhot of misuse, piggul, notar, and eating the meat while 
ritually impure should all apply to the offerings of gentiles. In 
what case is this statement said?" In the case of items conse- 
crated for the altar. But with regard to items that are conse- 
crated by gentiles for Temple maintenance,’ one who derives 
benefit from them is liable for misusing them. This concludes 
the baraita. 


The Gemara begins to analyze this baraita in detail. The baraita 
taught that one may not derive benefit from items consecrated 
by gentiles ab initio, but if one derived benefit from them, he is 
not liable after the fact for misusing of consecrated property. The 
Gemara explains: One may not derive benefit from them by 
rabbinic law, as the Sages prohibited deriving benefit from any 
item that was consecrated to God. 


The Gemara’s explanation continues: But if one derived benefit 
from them, he is not liable after the fact for misusing consecrated 
property, as the tanna of the baraita derives the halakha of mis- 
use of consecrated property through a verbal analogy between 
“sin” stated with regard to misuse of consecrated items and the 
word “sin” stated with regard to teruma. With regard to misuse 
of consecrated property, the verse states: “If any one commits a 
trespass, and sins through error, in the sacred items of the Lord” 
(Leviticus 5:15). In the case of teruma, the verse states: “Lest they 
bear sin forit, and die due to it, if they profane it” (Leviticus 22:9). 
And with regard to teruma, it is written: “And they shall not 
profane the sacred items of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 
22:15), which indicates: But not the sacred items of gentiles, i.e., 
one is not liable for partaking of the teruma of gentiles while he 
is in a state of ritual impurity. 


The baraita further taught: And one is not liable for eating the 
offerings of gentiles due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, 
or notar, or eating the meat while ritually impure. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for this? The Gemara explains that the 
halakha of piggul is derived through a verbal analogy between 
the word “iniquity” stated with regard to piggul and the word 

“iniquity” stated with regard to notar. With regard to piggul, the 
verse states: “It shall be piggul, and the soul that eats it shall bear 
his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), and with regard to leftover sacrifi- 
cial meat the verse states: “Therefore anyone who eats it shall bear 
his iniquity” (Leviticus 19:8). 


And the halakha of notar itself is derived through a verbal anal- 
ogy between profanation stated with regard to notar and profa- 
nation stated with regard to ritual impurity. With regard to notar 
the verse states: “Because he has profaned the sacred item of the 

Lord” (Leviticus 19:8), and with regard to impurity the verse 

states: “And that they do not profane My holy name” (Leviticus 

22:2). And with regard to impurity it is written in that same 

verse: “That they separate themselves from the sacred items of 
the children of Israel,’ which indicates: But not the sacred items 

of gentiles. 
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The baraita also teaches: And gentiles cannot render an animal 
a substitute. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The 
Gemara explains: It is because substitution is juxtaposed in the 
Torah with animal tithe,’ as the verse states: “And concerning 
the tithe of the herd, or of the flock...the tenth shall be sacred to 
the Lord...neither shall he make a substitute for it” (Leviticus 
27:32-33). And animal tithe is juxtaposed with the tithe of grains, 
as the verse states: “You shall tithe [asser teasser] all the increase of 
your seed that the field brings forth year by year. And you shall eat 
before the Lord your God, in the place that He shall choose to place 
His name there, the tithe of your grain” (Deuteronomy 14:22-23). 
The doubled verb form, asser teasser, is understood as an allusion 
to two tithes, grain tithe and animal tithe. And with regard to the 
tithe of grains it is written: “When you take of the children of Israel 
the tithes” (Numbers 18:24), which indicates: But not of gentiles. 


The Gemara asks: But does a matter derived via a juxtaposition" 
again teach via a juxtaposition? There is a principle that in conse- 
crated matters, a halakha derived via a juxtaposition cannot teach 
another halakha via a juxtaposition. The Gemara answers: This deri- 
vation is not relevant exclusively to consecrated matters, as the tithe 
of grains is non-sacred food. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This works out well according to the 
one who says that when implementing this principle we follow the 
source that teaches the halakha, i.e., if the matter that teaches the first 
juxtaposition involves non-sacred items, one can employ two juxta- 
positions even with regard to deriving the halakha for consecrated 
matters. But according to the one who says that we follow the 
matter that is taught the halakha, i.e., the case to which we wish to 
apply the halakha, and if that case involves offerings one cannot 
employ two juxtapositions, what can be said? 


Rather, the reason why gentiles cannot bring an animal tithe offering 
is that animal tithe is an obligation for which there is no fixed 
time," and with regard to any obligation for which there is no 
fixed time, a Jew can bring it but gentiles cannot bring it. And as 
stated, substitution is juxtaposed with the animal tithe, and therefore 
gentiles can also not render an animal a substitute. 


§ The baraita teaches: And gentiles cannot bring libations that are 
brought by themselves as a separate offering and do not accompany 
an animal offering, but their animal offerings require libations. The 
Gemara cites the source of these halakhot. The Sages taught in a 
baraita: The verse states with regard to libations: “All who are home- 
born shall do these things after this manner” (Numbers 15:13), which 
teaches that those who are homeborn, i.e., Jews, can bring libations 
as a separate offering, but a gentile cannot bring such libations. One 
might consequently have thought that a gentile’s burnt offering 
should not require the standard accompanying libations. Therefore, 
the verse states: “So” it shall be done for each bull” (Numbers 15:11), 
which indicates that every offering requires libations. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yosei says: I see that in all of these 
cases it is correct to be stringent. In what case is this statement 
said? In the case of items consecrated for the altar. But with regard 
to items that are consecrated by gentiles for Temple maintenance, 
one who derives benefit from them is liable for misusing them. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Yosei? 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yosei holds that when the halakha 
of misuse of consecrated property is derived through a verbal 
analogy between “sin” stated with regard to misuse of consecrated 
property and “sin” stated with regard to teruma, this is referring to 
items that are similar to teruma, which is sacred with inherent 
sanctity. But with regard to an item consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, which has no inherent sanctity, but only sanctity that 
inheres in its value, this exemption of gentiles does not apply. 


BACKGROUND 


Animal tithe — mana Wyn: On three occasions each year 
(see Bekhorot 57b), the owner of a herd of kosher animals 
was required to gather all the animals born during the 
preceding period into an enclosure and to let them out 
one by one. These animals passed “under the rod” (Leviticus 
27:32), and every tenth animal was marked with red paint, 
to indicate that it was animal tithe and sacred. If it was fit 
to be sacrificed, the animal was brought to the Temple and 
sacrificed in a manner similar to that of a peace offering. Its 
blood was sprinkled on the altar, and its meat was eaten by 
its owner but not by the priests. The details of the halakhot 
of animal tithe are elucidated in tractate Bekhorot. 


NOTES 


But does a matter derived via a juxtaposition - 137 '3) 
wpa wI: Although the Gemara previously accepted a 
two-tiered derivation, of piggul from notar and notar from 
impurity, that case was different, as it was derived via a 
verbal analogy. A halakha that is derived via a verbal anal- 
ogy can again teach via a verbal analogy, even in the case 
of consecrated matters. 


Obligation for which there is no fixed time - pxw nain 
KIT pa ay yap: Gentiles can bring only vow offerings or 
gift offerings, and these must be offered as burnt offerings 
or, according to one opinion, also as peace offerings (see 
Menahot 73b). They cannot sacrifice those offerings that are 
not brought as a result of a vow or one's own free will, e.g., 
sin offerings and guilt offerings. 


The verse states, so - 133 snd Tbn: The full verse reads 
as follows: “So it shall be done for each bull, or for each ram, 
or for each of the lambs, or of the kids” (Numbers 15:11). This 
indicates that the requirement of libations depends on the 
offering in question, regardless of who brings it. Therefore, 
if the gentile did not send money for the libations, they are 
supplied from communal funds. Others cite the following 
verse: “So you shall do for every one according to their 
number” (Numbers 15:12), which supports their opinion 
that the libations of a gentile’s offering are bought with 
communal funds ab initio (Rambam). 
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Intentionally, the offering is not accepted - ny7 x a: 
Rashi explains that this does not mean that the offering is 
not accepted at all, since by Torah law the frontplate renders 
the offering accepted. Rather, this is referring to a penalty 
imposed by rabbinic law, that the meat of this offering may 
not be eaten. 


And in the case of gentiles...it is not accepted - xd. 
my: Consequently, this offering is not brought up to the 
altar, and the gentile must bring another offering to fulfill his 
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NOTES 


vow (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Torat Kohanim; see Tosafot 


on Avoda Zara sb). 


The Gemara continues to analyze the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. The 
Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to blood that became impure 
and a priest sprinkled it on the altar, if he did so unwittingly, the 
offering is accepted. 


But if he sprinkled the blood intentionally, the offering is not 
accepted." In what case is this statement said? It is with regard 
to the offering of an individual. But with regard to the offering 
of the community, whether the priest sprinkled the blood unwit- 
tingly or he did so intentionally, the offering is accepted. And 
in the case of the offerings of gentiles, whether he sprinkled the 
blood unwittingly or he did so intentionally, the offering is not 
accepted." 


The Sages said before Rav Pappa: In accordance with whose opin- 
ion was this baraita taught? Apparently, it was taught not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as if it reflects the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, there is a difficulty: Doesn’t Rabbi Yosei say: I see 
the logic of the opinion that in all of these cases it is correct to be 
stringent about the offerings of gentiles? This indicates that Rabbi 
Yosei equates the halakhot applying to the offerings of gentiles with 
those governing the offerings of Jews. 


Rav Pappa said to them: You may even say that the baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and it is different there, 
as the verse states with regard to the High Priest’s frontplate, which 
atones for ritual impurity contracted by offerings in the Temple 
without the knowledge of those offering them: “And it shall be 
always upon his forehead that it may be accepted for them before 
the Lord” (Exodus 28:38), which indicates that it is accepted for 
them, i.e., for Jews, but not for gentiles. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: If that is so, with 
regard to the verse discussing ritually impure priests and consecrated 
items: “That they separate themselves from the sacred items of the 
children of Israel, which they consecrate to Me” (Leviticus 22:2), 
so too, would Rabbi Yosei say that the prohibition against eating 
consecrated items in a state of ritual impurity applies only to offer- 
ings which they, the Jews, consecrate, and not to those of gentiles? 
This cannot be, as Rabbi Yosei explicitly states in the baraita that in 
this regard the offerings of gentiles are like those of Jews. 


Rather, Rav Ashi says that it is not from the words “for them” that 
one derives that the offering of a gentile is not accepted when the 
blood that was sprinkled had become impure. Rather, it is because 
the atonement achieved by way of the High Priest’s frontplate does 
not apply to gentiles, as the verse states: “That it may be accepted 
for them before the Lord” (Exodus 28:38), and gentiles are not 
subject to the acceptance of offerings." 


offerings to the Temple, these offerings are merely an expres- 
sion of goodwill on their part, and do not entail atonement 
and acceptance. The proof for this is that they cannot bring 


Are not subject to the acceptance of offerings - 33 wb 
7) YIT: The term acceptance connotes atonement for 
sin, in the case of a sin offering and a guilt offering, or gen- 
eral acceptance before God in the case of a burnt offering, or 
establishment of peace with God in the case of a peace offering 
(see Rashi on 29b and on Rosh HaShana 5b). With regard to 
gentiles, although they may bring their vow offerings and gift 


sin offerings or guilt offerings. It can be derived from here that 
the atonement of the frontplate, concerning which the verse 
states: “That they may be accepted before the Lord” (Exodus 
28:38), applies only to those offerings that include an aspect of 
atonement or acceptance. 
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MI S H N A- Even with regard to those items enumerated 


in the previous mishna (42b) for which one 
is not liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition of 
piggul, e.g., the handful, the frankincense, and the incense, one is, 
nevertheless, liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibi- 
tion of notar,” and due to violation of the prohibition against eating 
consecrated food while ritually impure, except for the blood. Rabbi 
Shimon deems one liable for an item whose typical manner is 
such that one eats it. But with regard to the wood, the frankincense, 
and the incense," one is not liable for eating them due to violation 
of the prohibition against eating a consecrated item while ritually 
impure. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: It might have 

been thought that one should be liable due 
to violation of the prohibition against eating consecrated food while 
in a state of ritual impurity only for an item that has permitting 


factors, either for consumption by a person or for burning on the 
altar. 


The baraita explains: And this may be derived via a logical deriva- 
tion: Just as with regard to piggul, which renders one who unwit- 
tingly eats it liable to bring a fixed sin offering, and this liability is 
incurred with one change in his awareness, i.e. it suffices for the 
sinner to become aware after the fact that he had sinned unwittingly, 
and it has no permitted exceptions from its general prohibition, as 
there are no circumstances in which one is permitted to eat piggul, 
and yet one is liable due to violation of the prohibition against eating 
piggul only for an item that has permitting factors, either for con- 
sumption by a person or for burning on the altar, so too, the same 
should certainly apply to the more lenient case of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara elaborates: Impurity is more lenient than piggul, as it 
renders the unwitting sinner liable only to bring a sliding-scale offer- 
ing, which varies according to his financial circumstances: A poor 
person brings a bird offering or even a meal offering (see Leviticus 

5:6-13). And liability is incurred only with two changes in his aware- 
ness, i.e., when the sinner was aware of his impurity beforehand, then 
forgot about it at the time of his sin, and then once again became 

aware of his impurity. And it has permitted exceptions from its 

general prohibition with regard to the community, as it is permitted 

to sacrifice communal offerings in the Temple in a state of impurity. 
With these leniencies in mind, is it not right that one should be 

liable due to violation of the prohibition against eating consecrated 

food while ritually impure only for an item that has permitting 

factors, either for a person or for the altar. 


Therefore, the verse states, with regard to eating consecrated foods 
in a state of ritual impurity: “That they separate themselves from 
the sacred items of the children of Israel, which they consecrate to 
Me, and that they do not profane My holy name” (Leviticus 22:2). 
This teaches that a ritually impure person is liable for eating any item 
that has been consecrated. 


One might have thought that one is liable for eating sacred items 
immediately after they have been consecrated. Therefore, the verse 
states: “Whoever he is of all your seed among your generations that 
approaches the sacred items” (Leviticus 22:3), and Rabbi Elazar said, 
in explanation of this verse: But is there one who merely touches, 
i.e., approaches, consecrated items, who is liable?" Only one who 
eats consecrated food while in a state of ritual impurity is liable. 


But is there one who touches who is liable — nw aia w13) 
am: Rashi notes that it cannot be claimed that this very verse 
teaches that one is liable for mere touching, as the entire pas- 
sage deals specifically with eating, as is explicitly stated in the 


NOTES 
next verse: “He shall not eat of the sacred items” (Leviticus 22:4). 
Others add that were one liable for simply touching consecrated 
items in a state of ritual impurity, there would be no need for the 
verse to state that one is also liable for eating (Korban Aharon). 
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HALAKHA 

One is liable for them due to notar - own why pan 
apia: With regard to those items enumerated in the 
mishna (42b) for the consumption of which one is not 
liable to receive karet due to violation of the prohibition 
of piggul, e.g., the handful, the frankincense, and the 
incense; one is liable to receive karet due to violation of 
the prohibition of notar. The exception is blood, for which 
one is liable only for the prohibition against consuming 
blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:17). 


The wood, the frankincense, and the incense - yy 
nyp mam: One is not liable to receive karet for 
the consumption of frankincense and incense, whether 
due to piggul or notar, or for consuming them in a state 
of ritual impurity. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon; see 46b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:24). 
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How so -= 1893 Xi: Some explain this passage as follows: How 
can you explain this apparent contradiction, as the phrase 
“which they consecrate to Me” teaches that the prohibition 
applies immediately upon their consecration, whereas the term 
yikrav indicates that the prohibition goes into effect only after 
it has been rendered fit to be sacrificed. The Gemara answers 
that with regard to an item that has a permitting factor, the 
prohibition applies from when it is rendered permitted to be 
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Rather, what is the meaning when the verse states: “Approaches 
[yikrav]”? This term alludes to sacrificing [hakrava], as though the 
verse has stated: Whoever sacrifices sacred items and eats them. This 
teaches that the verse is speaking of flesh that has been rendered 
fit to be sacrificed. How so?" With regard to an item that has per- 
mitting factors, one is liable from when the permitting factors are 
sacrificed. In the case of an item that does not have permitting 
factors, one is liable from when it is sanctified in a service vessel 
for the purpose of its sacrifice. 


The Gemara asks: We have found proof that the prohibition against 
eating consecrated food in a state of ritual impurity applies even to 
an item that does not have a permitting factor. From where do we 
derive that notar likewise applies to an item that does not have a 
permitting factor? The Gemara answers: This is derived through a 
verbal analogy between profanation stated in the context of notar 
and profanation stated in the context of ritual impurity. With regard 
to notar the verse states: “Because he has profaned the sacred item 
of the Lord” (Leviticus 19:8), and with regard to impurity the verse 
states: “And that they do not profane My holy name” (Leviticus 22:2). 


The Gemara challenges: But let the halakha of notar be derived 
through a verbal analogy between “iniquity” stated in the context 
of notar and “iniquity” stated in the context of piggul. With regard 
to piggul, the verse states: “It shall be piggul, and the soul that eats of 
it shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18), and with regard to leftover 
sacrificial meat the verse states: “Therefore anyone who eats it shall 
bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 19:8). If so, the halakha of notar should 
be similar to that of piggul, for which one is liable only for an item 
that has a permitting factor. 


The Gemara answers that it is more reasonable to derive notar from 
ritual impurity, for several reasons, as indicated by the mnemonic: 
Gimmel, zayin, lamed." Both notar and impurity are disqualifications 
that apply to the body [guf ] of the offering itself, whereas piggul 
is caused by intent; unlike piggul, these two disqualifications are 
not determined by the sprinkling [zerika] of the blood, and in both 
cases the Torah uses the term profanation [hillul ]. 


The Gemara responds: On the contrary, it is more reasonable to 
derive notar from piggul, as like piggul it does not have permitted 
exceptions from its general prohibition, it has no atonement through 
the High Priest's frontplate, both notar and piggul apply to a ritually 
pure offering, these disqualifications are dependent on time, and 
both of them are disqualifications of the item being sacrificed, not 
the priest performing the service. None of these features are true of 
ritual impurity. And these reasons for comparing notar to piggul 
are more numerous. 


Rather, the halakha of notar is derived from that which Levi taught 
with regard to the verse: “That they separate themselves from the 
sacred items of the children of Israel, which they consecrate to 
Me, and that they do not profane My holy name” (Leviticus 22:2), 
which is referring to the eating of consecrated food in a state of 
ritual impurity. As Levi taught: From where is it derived that the 
verse is speaking even of a disqualification caused by time, and 
not only ritual impurity? The verse states profanation elsewhere: 
“And they shall not profane the sacred items of the children of 
Israel” (Leviticus 22:15). 


NOTES 


sacrificed, whereas in the case of an item that does not have 
a permitting factor, one is liable from when it is sanctified in a 


service vessel (Korban Aharon). 


of a juxtaposition between notar and piggul it should have 
noted that the word sin is common to them both, as stated 
several times in this chapter (7osafot). Therefore, Tosafot prefer 
the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel, that the lamed is a refer- 


Mnemonic gimmel, zayin, lamed — p29 Seta: The commen- 
taries ask: If the lamed is a reference to the term profanation 
[hillul], which appears in the Torah with regard to both notar 
and impurity, when the Gemara listed the arguments in favor 


ence to kulo, meaning: All of it. In other words, unlike notar 
and impurity, which apply only to that part of the offering 
that became impure or was left over, the prohibition of piggul 
applies to all of it. 
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The verse is speaking here of two profanations;" one is the dis- 
qualification of notar" and one is the disqualification of ritual 
impurity. This teaches that like impurity, notar applies even to an 
item that does not have a permitting factor. 


§ The mishna teaches: Even with regard to the items for which one 
is not liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition of 
piggul, one is, nevertheless, liable for eating them due to violation 
of the prohibition of notar, and due to violation of the prohibition 
against eating consecrated food while ritually impure, except for 
the blood. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters 
derived? Before answering this question, the Gemara cites another 
discussion as to why the halakha of misuse of consecrated property 
does not apply to blood. Ulla says: The verse states with regard to 
blood: “For the life of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it 
to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls” (Leviticus 
17:11). “To you” indicates that it shall be yours;" it is not the property 
of the Temple, so it is not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael similarly taught: The verse states: 
“To make atonement,” teaching that God is saying: I gave it for 
atonement, and not for the prohibition of misuse of consecrated 


property. 


Rabbi Yohanan says that this halakha is derived from the latter part 
of the verse, which states: “For it is" the blood that makes atone- 
ment for the soul” (Leviticus 17:11). The term “it is” teaches that the 
status of the blood remains as it is, i.e., it is before atonement as it 
is after atonement. As the Gemara will state, there is a principle that 
once the mitzva involving a consecrated item has been performed, 
the item is no longer subject to the prohibition of misuse of conse- 
crated property. Accordingly, the term “it is” teaches that just as after 
atonement, i.e., after the blood has been presented on the altar, it is 
not subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property, 
as the mitzva has already been performed, so too, before atonement, 
i.e., before the blood has been presented on the altar, itis not subject 
to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property." 


The Gemara asks: But if the term “it is” teaches that the status of 
the blood remains the same before and after atonement, one can say 
just the opposite: It is after atonement as it is before atonement. 
Just as before atonement the blood is subject to the prohibition of 
misuse of consecrated property, so too after atonement it is subject 
to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property. The Gemara 
rejects this: This cannot be the case, as there is a principle: There is 
no item whose mitzva has been performed" that is still subject to 
the prohibition of misusing consecrated property. 


The Gemara asks: And is there no such case? But there is the mitzva 
of the removal of the ashes" of offerings burned on the altar. Any 
benefit derived from them between their removal and their required 
burial constitutes misuse of consecrated property, despite the fact 
that their mitzva has already been performed. 


The removal of the ashes — ,W77 nann: There is a positive 


mitzva to remove some of the ashes from 


and bring them to the floor of the courtyard. The verse states: 
“And he shall take up the ashes to which the fire has reduced 


the burnt offering on the altar, and place 
(Leviticus 6:3). This was the first of the d 


the Temple. In addition, from time to time, when the ashes accu- 


mulated, they would be removed from th 


BACKGROUND 


aside outside Jerusalem called the Place of the Ashes. The fact 
that the ashes were placed in a designated spot indicates that 
they retained some measure of sanctity, and were therefore 
subject to misuse (Rabbeinu Gershom’s commentary to Meiila 
11:2). Rashi explains that the purpose of storing the ashes away 
was to prevent people from benefiting from them. According to 
this interpretation as well, it follows that there exists a prohibi- 
tion of misuse. 


the altar each morning 


them beside the altar” 
aily rites performed in 


e Temple to a place set 


NOTES 


Of two profanations — porn»: wa: According to the ver- 
sion of the text accepted by Rashi, the Gemara is referring 
to the verse that discusses eating consecrated foods in a 
state of ritual impurity: “That they separate themselves 
from the sacred items of the children of Israel, which they 
consecrate to Me, and that they do not profane My holy 
name” (Leviticus 22:2). The claim that the verse is refer- 
ring to two profanations is based on the fact that the two 
clauses: “That they separate,’ and: “That they do not pro- 
fane,’ are set apart from one another, an indication that the 
verse is speaking of two different disqualifications. Others 
maintain that the derivation is based on the plural form: 
“And that they do not profane” (Tosafot). Alternatively, the 
Gemara infers that there are two profanations from the use 
of the term yehallelu, they profane, rather than the shorter 
form yehalu (Rashi, according to Shita Mekubbetzet; see 
Panim Meirot on 15b). 


One is the disqualification of notar - mi3 bis IN: 

The reason that notar is included is that the term profana- 
tion is stated with regard to notar as well (Rashi). Rashi 
is referring to the verse: “And they shall not profane the 
sacred items of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 22:15), 
which does not appear in the text of the Gemara, accord- 
ing to the version he accepts. 


To you, indicates that it shall be yours — x7 aby oa: 
Some commentaries claim, based on the Torat Kohanim, 
that this derivation is based on the fact that the verse does 
not state: Upon you, but: “To you,’ which indicates that it 
belongs to you, i.e. it is not subject to the prohibition of 
misuse (Rosh HaMizbe‘ah). 


It is — x17: Although the standard text of Rashi cites the 
verse: “For as to the life of all flesh, the blood, it is all one 
with its life” (Leviticus 17:14), that verse is referring to blood 
in general, not specifically the blood of offerings. Therefore, 
the commentaries explain that Rashi is actually referring 
to Leviticus 17:11, which discusses offerings: “For it is the 
blood that makes atonement for the soul” (Hok Natan). 


Whose mitzva has been performed - imi myI: 
Since its mitzva has already been performed, it is no longer 
in the category of “the sacred items of the Lord” (Leviti- 
cus 5:15), which is stated with regard to the prohibition 
of misuse (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 

Misuse does not apply to blood - ayn ja ps ot: One is 
not liable for misuse of consecrated property from deriv- 
ing benefit from blood of a slaughtered offering, either 
before or after atonement, until the remainder of blood 
flows to the Kidron River. Once that blood has reached 
the Kidron River, one is liable by rabbinic law for its misuse 
(Ra‘avad). In Temple times, gardeners paid for this water 
for use as fertilizer and thereby redeemed the remainder 
of blood from its sanctity (see Yoma 58b). If one performs 
bloodletting on a consecrated animal, one is prohibited 
to derive benefit from the blood, and the prohibition of 
misuse applies. The reason is that as the animal cannot live 
without its blood, it is considered like its body (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:11). 


The removal of the ashes - jwn mann: Some of the 
ashes removed from the altar are deposited outside the 
city. It is prohibited to derive benefit from these ashes, 
whether before or after their removal (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 2:14 and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
2:15). 


ATIP: ZEVAHIM : PEREKIV:46A 257 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 

Teaches that they require interment - payow abn 
maa: Worn-out garments of the High Priest must be 
buried. The same applies to the white garments in 
which he serves on Yom Kippur. It is prohibited to 
derive any benefit from them, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 


Heifer whose neck is broken - nary may: It is pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from the heifer whose neck 
is broken. This prohibition begins from the moment 
the animal is led toward the forceful stream, and it 
continues to apply whether its neck is indeed broken 
or whether it dies or is slaughtered before its neck is 
broken. The carcass of the animal is buried (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 10:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: When a 
murder victim's corpse is found outside a town and it 
is not known who caused his death, the following pro- 
cedure is observed (Deuteronomy 21:1-9): First, judges 
who are members of the Great Sanhedrin measure the 
distance between the corpse and the nearby towns, 
to determine which town is closest and must perform 
the rite. This measurement is performed even if it is 
clear which town is closest to the corpse. Afterward, 
the Elders of that town bring a heifer that has never 
been used for any labor, and break its neck in a forceful 
stream. The Elders wash their hands and make a state- 
ment absolving themselves of guilt. If the murderer 
is discovered before the heifer is killed, the rite is not 
performed. 
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The Gemara answers: The principle does not apply in that case, 
because the matter of the removal of the ashes and the matter of 
the priestly vestments, the four white garments worn by the High 
Priest on Yom Kippur, are both subject to the halakha that misuse 
of consecrated property applies to them even after their mitzva has 
been performed. Consequently, they are two verses that come as 
one, i.e., they share a unique halakha not found elsewhere. And 
there is a principle: Any two verses that come as one do not teach 
their common element to apply to other cases. Instead, they are 
considered exceptional instances that cannot serve as models for 
other cases. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: This works out well accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that the verse: “And he 
shall take off the linen garments, which he wore when he went 
into the Sanctuary, and shall leave them there” (Leviticus 16:23), 
teaches that the four white garments worn by the High Priest 
on Yom Kippur are not fit for further use, and they require 
interment." 


But according to the opinion of Rabbi Dosa, who says that 
these priestly vestments are fit for an ordinary priest and do not 
require interment, provided that a High Priest does not use them 
on Yom Kippur in a different year, one does not misuse conse- 
crated property by using them after their mitzva has been per- 
formed, and therefore what is there to say? In his opinion, the 
halakha of misuse of consecrated property after the performance 
of a mitzva applies only to the removal of ashes from the altar, 
not to the priestly vestments, which means it is stated in only a 
single case. Why, then, does this case not serve as a paradigm for 
other instances in the Torah? 


The Gemara responds: It is because the cases of the removal of 
the ashes and the halakha of the heifer whose neck is broken"®% 
are two verses that come as one, as it is prohibited to derive ben- 
efit from either of them even after their mitzva is completed, and 
any two verses that come as one do not teach their common 
element to apply to other cases. 


The Gemara challenges this from a different angle: This works 
out well according to the one who says that two verses that come 
as one do not teach their common element to apply to other cases, 
but according to the one who says that two verses that come 
as one do teach their common element to apply to other cases, 
what is there to say? 


The Gemara answers: Two exclusions are written in these two 
cases, which indicate that this halakha applies to them alone. 
Here, with regard to the heifer whose neck is broken, it is written: 
“Whose neck was broken” (Deuteronomy 21:6)," and this super- 
fluous description teaches that this halakha, that the prohibition 
of misuse of consecrated property is in effect even after the perfor- 
mance of a mitzva, applies solely to this case and should not be 
extended to others. And there, with regard to the removal of 
ashes, it is written: “And he shall put it” (Leviticus 6:3), indicating 
that this halakha applies to “it,” and nothing else. 


NOTES 


Heifer whose neck is broken — nany may: Rashi explains that 
the source of this halakha in the case of the heifer whose neck 
is broken is the term “there” in the verse: “And the Elders of that 
city shall bring down the heifer to a forceful stream, which may 
neither be plowed nor sown, and shall break the heifer’s neck 
there” (Deuteronomy 21:4). This indicates that the heifer must 
be buried there, and it may not be used for any other purpose. 


Whose neck was broken — mai: Since this verse is stated 
after the heifers neck has already been broken, it is unnecessary 
to describe the animal in this manner. The Gemara explains that 
this term serves to emphasize that this unusual ruling, that the 
prohibition of misuse is in effect even after the mitzva is com- 
pleted, applies only to the heifer whose neck was broken, and 
that halakha is not extended other mitzvot. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


a mab DI KTP xnbm The Gemara asks: And why do I need these three verses stated 
oes with regard to blood, from which it is derived that the prohibition 
of misuse of consecrated property does not apply to blood? The 
reference is to the three terms specified earlier, in the expositions 
of Ulla, the school of Rabbi Yishmael, and Rabbi Yohanan, from 
the verse: “I have given it to you upon the altar to make atonement 
for your souls, for it is the blood that makes atonement for the 
soul” (Leviticus 17:11). 


ARAWA WN ayn sary The Gemara answers: One of those terms serves to exclude the 
' blood from the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property. 
Another phrase serves to exclude blood from the prohibition of 
notar. If one consumed leftover blood, he is not liable for consum- 
ing notar. Rather, he is liable for violating only the prohibition 
against consuming blood. And the last phrase serves to exclude it 
from the prohibition of ritual impurity. If one consumed this 
blood in a state of ritual impurity, he is liable only for consuming 
blood, but not on account of consuming consecrated food while 
ritually impure. 


NT NIP Pw xb bap bax But no verse is required to exclude this blood from the halakha 
pa omb pa pym wow bs ofpiggul, because this is already derived from another source, as 
PERE tlate -b We learned in the mishna (43a): With regard to any item that has 
permitting factors, either for consumption by a person or for 
burning on the altar, one is liable for eating it due to violation of 
the prohibition of piggul. The permitting factor itself is not subject 
to piggul. And consequently, piggul does not apply to blood itself, 
as it renders the offering permitted for human consumption or 
for the altar. 


Have owen voy pan - nam 
KT YE PPD ON 


nin nbw Jai? D yN Rabbi Yohanan says: Why do I need three mentions of karet 
2mb ombwa with regard to one who eats peace offerings in a state of ritual 
*"  ***"" impurity? The three verses are: “But the soul that eats of the flesh 
of the sacrifice of peace offerings, that pertain to the Lord, having 
his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off [venikhreta] from 
his people” (Leviticus 7:20); “And when anyone shall touch any 
impure item, whether it is the impurity of man, or an impure 
animal, or any unclean detestable thing, and eat of the flesh of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings, that pertain to the Lord, that soul 
shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:21); and: “Whoever 
he is of all your seed among your generations that approaches 
the sacred items, which the children of Israel consecrate to the 
Lord, having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off 
from before Me; I am the Lord” (Leviticus 22:3). 


Perek IV 
Daf 46 Amudb 


NOTES 


One for a generalization and one for a detail — ny doa minx 
vp: This statement is based on the fact that one mention 


nn) ph nnn) Wi) nnx One mention of karet in the verse: “That approaches the sacred 
f PH% PRD pat items,’ is for a generalization, and one mention in the verse: “Of 
ae i © the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings,” is for a detail." This Gf karet appears widhiegatdhusolierinayin yencel, whilethe 
detail serves to include all items consecrated to the altar, in accor- | other is referring to a specific type of offering, the peace offer- 
dance with the hermeneutical principle that any matter that was ing. Some commentaries explain that this does not refer to the 
included in a generalization but was explicitly specified to teach hermeneutical principle of a generalization and a detail. Rather, 
a certain halakha was intended to teach not just about itself but | one mention of karet serves to exclude a specific detail, i.e., the 
about the entire generalization. And one mention of karet in | _!00d,towhich the halakha of ritual impurity does not apply (Ri 
the verse: “And when anyone shall touch any impure item,’ serves GRIT NNER fa See ARES) 

to include items whose typical manner is such that they are not 
to be eaten, e.g., wood and frankincense, and teaches that one 

who eats even these items is liable to receive karet. 
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HALAKHA 


To include the sin offerings whose blood is presented 
inside — niv257 NIKY mime: If one eats from the 
flesh of sin offerings whose blood is presented inside 
the Sanctuary, after the blood has been presented, he 
is liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 


Impurity of meat - Wa xiv: The Sages established 
a higher standard with regard to consecrated items, as 
despite the fact that wood and frankincense are inedible, 
they contract ritual impurity like food with regard to offer- 
ings. If they are rendered impure they are disqualified 
for use in the service. The Rambam rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:8; see Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 18:12 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 8:9). 


In a state of impurity of the body - 9137 nawa: One 
who consumes frankincense, wood, or incense is not 
liable due to notar nor for consuming them in a state of 
ritual impurity, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. Apparently, the Ra’avad disagrees with the Ram- 
bam in this regard, and maintains that the halakha is 
in accordance with the majority opinion in the mishna, 
that of the Rabbis, who deem one liable for consuming 
these items when ritually impure. Nevertheless, even 
the Ra‘avad agrees that this ruling applies only after they 
have been consecrated in a service vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:24; see Likkutei 
Halakhot). 


NOTES 
One of this pair — x11 887119 40: Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish were a pair of contemporaries who often engaged 
in disputes. This was also true of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, both of whom were students 
of Rabbi Yohanan. 


Ina state of impurity of the body, everyone agrees that 
he is not flogged - apth wy Soa at qan MWA: He 
is not flogged for violating the prohibition derived from 
the verse: “She shall touch no hallowed item” (Leviticus 
12:4), that one may not eat consecrated food when ritually 
impure. He is all the more so not liable to receive karet. 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says in the mishna with regard to items whose 
typical manner is such that they are not to be eaten, that one is 
not liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition 
against eating consecrated items in a state of ritual impurity, 
what does this last mention of karet serve to include? The 
Gemara answers that it serves to include the sin offerings 
whose blood is presented inside the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara explains why this inclusion is necessary. It might 
enter your mind to say: Since Rabbi Shimon says that con- 
cerning any offering whose blood is not presented on the exter- 
nalaltar like that of a peace offering, one is not liable for eating 
it due to violation of the prohibition of piggul, one should 
likewise not be liable for eating it due to violation of the prohi- 
bition of ritual impurity. Therefore, the additional mention of 
karet teaches us that one who is impure is in fact liable for eating 
these sin offerings brought inside the Sanctuary. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon stated a ruling in 
which he deems one liable for eating in a state of ritual impurity 
an item whose typical manner is such that one eats it, but not 
for eating the wood, the frankincense, or the incense, whose 
typical manner is such that one does not eat it. The Rabbis 
disagree and deem him liable in all these cases. It was stated that 
two pairs of amora’im disagreed with regard to this issue; one 
pair is Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, and the other pair is 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina. The two 
different opinions that follow were respectively stated by one 
of this pair" and one of that pair. 


One says: The dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Shimon 
is with regard to the impurity of meat," i.e., the item that 
is eaten is impure. The Rabbis maintain that one who eats 
impure wood or frankincense is flogged, as derived from the two 
mentions of flesh in the verse: “And the meat that touches any 
impure item shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire. And 
as for the meat, everyone who is pure may eat of it” (Leviticus 
7:19). But if one ate wood or frankincense in a state ofimpurity 
of the body," everyone agrees that he is not flogged." 


And one says: As there is a dispute with regard to this case, 
when the item eaten is impure, so is there a dispute with regard 
to that case, when the one eating the wood or frankincense 
is impure. What is the reason for this opinion? Since one 
reads with regard to these inedible items: “And the flesh that 
touches any impure item” (Leviticus 7:19), as this phrase serves 
to include even items such as wood and frankincense in the 
prohibition against eating them when they are impure, one 
likewise reads with regard to them the next verse: “But the 
person that eats of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings... 
having his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off from 
his people” (Leviticus 7:20), which discusses one in a state of 
impurity who eats consecrated items. 


The Gemara notes: Rav Tavyumei teaches the discussion in 
this preceding manner, whereas Rav Kahana teaches it in this 
alternative manner: One of this pair of amora’im and one of 
that pair disagreed with regard to the latter clause in the 
mishna, i.e., the meaning of Rabbi Shimon’s statement. One 
says that Rabbi Shimon’s dispute with the Rabbis is with regard 
to the impurity of the body, as he maintains that an impure 
individual who eats wood or frankincense is exempt. But with 
regard to the impurity of flesh, i.e., these items themselves, 
everyone agrees that one is flogged. And one says: As there is 
a dispute with regard to this case, so is there a dispute with 
regard to that case, i.e., Rabbi Shimon holds that one is exempt 
in both cases. 
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Rava said: It stands to reason that the correct interpretation is like 

the one who says: As there is a dispute with regard to this case, so 

is there a dispute with regard to that case. What is the reason? 

Since one does not read with regard to these inedible items: “Hav- 
ing his impurity upon him, that soul shall be cut off,’ as according 

to both alternative explanations Rabbi Shimon deems exempt one 

who eats these items when he is in a state ofimpurity, similarly one 

does not read with regard to them the previous verse: “And the 

flesh that touches any impure item shall not be eaten.” 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But doesn’t the Master say that the 
term: “And as for the flesh,” in the same verse, serves to include 
wood and frankincense? This indicates that even these items 
can become ritually impure, and the prohibition against eating 
consecrated items that are impure applies to them. The Gemara 
answers: This is referring merely to disqualification, i.e., this 
inclusion applies by rabbinic law, and the verse is cited in mere 
support. 


The slaugh d offering is sl df 
MISHNA e slaug tere o sia take aughtered" for 


the sake of six matters," and one must have 
all of these matters in mind: For the sake of the particular type of 
offering being sacrificed; for the sake of the one who sacrifices 
the offering; for the sake of God; for the sake of consumption by 
the fires of the altar; for the sake of the aroma; for the sake of the 
pleasing of God, i.e., in fulfillment of God’s will; and, in the cases 
of a sin offering and a guilt offering, for the sake of atonement 
for the sin." 


Rabbi Yosei says: Even in the case of one who did not have in 
mind to slaughter the offering for the sake of any one of these, 
the offering is valid, as it is a stipulation of the court" that he 
should not state any intent ab initio. This is necessary because the 
intent follows only the one performing the sacrificial rite, and 
therefore if the one who slaughters the animal is not careful and 
states the wrong intent, the offering would be disqualified through 
his improper intent. 


G E M A RA Rav Yehuda says that Rav says with regard 


to the verse: “A burnt offering, an offering 
made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 1:9), the 
term “a burnt offering” means that one must intend that it be for 
the sake of a burnt offering, to the exclusion of one who sacrifices 
a burnt offering for the sake of a peace offering, which one may 
not do. The mention of fires, i.e., the term “an offering made by fire,” 
teaches that the offering must be sacrificed for the sake of complete 
consumption by the fires of the altar, to the exclusion of one who 
intends that its portions should only be roasted" on the fire, as one 
may not do so. 


Rav continues to expound the verse. The term “aroma” indicates 
that the offering must be sacrificed for the sake of the aroma, to 
the exclusion of limbs that one first roasted and afterward took 
them up" to the altar, which he may not do. As Rav Yehuda says 
that Rav says: With regard to limbs that one first roasted and 
afterward took them up to the altar, they do not constitute fulfill- 
ment of the requirement that the offering must be sacrificed for the 
sake of the aroma. 


HALAKHA 


The slaughtered offering is slaughtered for the sake of six 
matters — nan nat oa Aww ow: One must have the fol- 
lowing six matters in mind at the time of the slaughter of a 
burnt offering: That it is for the sake of the particular type of 
offering; that it is for the sake of the one who sacrifices; that 
the sacrifice should be for the sake of God; that it should be 


NOTES 

The slaughtered offering is slaughtered — nan mata: 
Some commentaries understand this mishna to be refer- 
ring specifically to the act of slaughter (Rambam). Others 
explain that these requirements apply to the four sacri- 
ficial rites, i.e., slaughter, collecting the blood, conveying 
the blood to the altar, and presenting the blood upon 
the altar; and to the burning of the offering on the altar 
(Tosafot on 2a). 


For the sake of atonement for the sin — kon ow: With 
regard to one who sacrifices a sin offering that was set 
aside for one sin for the sake of a different sin, e.g., a sin 
offering for eating forbidden fats that he sacrificed for the 
sake of the sin of eating blood, see 9a. 


As it is a stipulation of the court — pt a xan KTW: 
Rashi maintains that the court stipulated that one should 
not articulate the purpose for which he is sacrificing the 
offering, ab initio. The reason is that the intent follows the 
one performing the rite, and if he specifies his intent he 
might err in his wording and thereby disqualify the offer- 
ing (see Tosafot on 2b). Some commentaries explain the 
mishna differently: According to the first tanna the owner 
must have these six matters in mind, whereas Rabbi Yosei 
maintains that it is a stipulation of the court that the 
intent of the owner of the offering should be entirely 
disregarded, and that the intent follows the one perform- 
ing the rite (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). 


To the exclusion of roasted [kevava] - x333 mand: 
One should not intend to roast the offering over coals 
(Rashi). Others understand that he should not intend to 
leave the flesh on the fire just a little until it is roasted, but 
should burn it entirely in the fire of the altar (Ramban on 
Leviticus 1:9). The Ramban there cites another version 
of the Gemara that reads gevava, rakings of wood, i.e., 
he should not intend to place the sacrificial portions 
of offerings that are to be consumed on the altar on 
straw or rakings, but only on the wood of the altar. Yet 
another interpretation is that kevava is related to kibbui, 
extinguishing. That is, he should not intend to place the 
offering on coals which are dying out (see Ra’avad on 
Torat Kohanim). 


that it should be burned for the sake of the aroma; and that this 
aroma should be for the sake of pleasing God. If one slaugh- 
tered without any of these intents, the offering is valid. One who 
slaughters a sin offering and a guilt offering must also have in 
mind the specific sin for which the offering is brought (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:11). 


burned for the sake of consumption by the fires of the altar; 


Limbs that one roasted and took them up — rose Dax 
Tem: If one first roasted limbs and then took them up to the 
altar, this does not constitute fulfillment of the requirement that 
the offering be sacrificed for the sake of the pleasing aroma 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 6:4). 
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HALAKHA 

Sin offering that one slaughtered for the sake 
of a burnt offering - hiy owd aynww mewn: 
If one slaughtered a sin offering for the sake of a 
different offering, it is disqualified. If he slaughtered 
it for the sake of a non-sacred animal, it is valid, 
although the owner has not fulfilled his obligation. 
The halakha is in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:4). 


NOTES ——¥—__—- 
And they shall not profane - bom xr: According 
to this interpretation, the verse is not understood 
as a command, but as a statement of fact: They 
cannot profane the sacred animals of the children of 
Israel and turn them into non-sacred animals, as this 
improper intent does not disqualify their offerings. 


Perek IV 
Daf 47 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
To one who acts unawares in the case of conse- 
crated items - owapa peynad: If when one 
slaughters an offering he acts unawares, rather 
than intending the act of slaughter, the offering is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:3, and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The term “pleasing” means for the sake of pleasing God’s spirit, i.e., 
that the offering should be accepted by God. Finally, the expression 

“to the Lord” indicates that it should be for the sake of the One Who 
spoke and the world came into being. 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: With regard to a sin offering that 
one slaughtered with intent that the slaughter be for the sake of a 
burnt offering," it is disqualified. As explained (2a), a sin offering 
that was slaughtered for the sake of another offering is entirely dis- 
qualified. But if he intended the slaughter to be for the sake of a 
non-sacred animal, it is valid. Rabbi Elazar says: What is the reason 
of Rav? The verse states: “And they shall not profane" the sacred 
items of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 22:15). This teaches that 
consecrated items, i.e., the intent to slaughter an offering for the sake 
ofanother type of offering, profane consecrated items, but the intent 
to slaughter an offering for the sake of anon-sacred animal does not 
profane consecrated items. 


Rabba raises an objection from the mishna: Rabbi Yosei says: Even 
in the case of one who did not have in mind to slaughter the offering 
for the sake of any one of these, the offering is fit, as itis a stipulation 
of the court that one not state any intent ab initio. Rabba infers from 
this that the reason the offering is valid and it effects acceptance is 
that he did not have in mind any intent at all. But ifhe had in mind 
to slaughter the offering for the sake of a non-sacred animal, it is 
disqualified. 


Abaye said to Rabba: Perhaps Rabbi Yosei means the following: 
If he did not have in mind any intent at all, the offering is valid and 
it effects acceptance, but if he had in mind to slaughter the offering 
for the sake of anon-sacred animal, the offering is valid, but it does 
not effect acceptance, as it is a flawed offering. Rav’s statement can 
be understood in a similar fashion. 


Rabbi Elazar says: Indeed, a sin offering that one intentionally 
slaughtered for the sake of anon-sacred animal is valid, as stated by 
Rav. But if he slaughtered it as anon-sacred animal, actually thinking 
that it was non-sacred, it is disqualified, as when he slaughtered it, he 
did not intend to perform a sacrificial rite. This is like the dilemma 
that Shmuel raised before Rav Huna: 


From where is it derived with regard to one who acts unawares in 
the case of consecrated items," i.e., if one slaughtered an offering 
without intending to perform the act of slaughter at all, but rather like 
one occupied with other matters, that the offering is disqualified? 
Rav Huna said to Shmuel: It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: 
“And he shall slaughter the young bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 
1:5), teaching that the mitzva is not performed properly unless the 
slaughter is for the sake of a young bull, i.e., knowing that he is 
performing an act of slaughter. 


Shmuel said to Rav Huna: We have this as an established halakha 
already, that it is a mitzva to slaughter the offering for the sake ofa bull, 
but from where is it derived that this requirement is indispensable? 
Rav Huna said to him that the verse states: “With your will you shall 
slaughter it” (Leviticus 19:5), i.e., with your full awareness you shall 
slaughter it, in the form of a purposeful action. 


NOTES 


With your will [/irtzonkhem] you shall slaughter it - Dai who acts unawares. This expression appears twice, in Leviticus 19:5 


anmaya: According to this interpretation, lirtzonkhem, which is gen- 
erally translated as: That you may be accepted, is a reference to one’s 


and in 22:29, a repetition that indicates that not only is this intent 
required ab initio, but the offering is disqualified if it is lacking. 


will [ratzon], i.e., an intentional, deliberate act, which excludes one 
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§ The mishna teaches: Because the intent follows only the one 
performing the sacrificial rite." The Gemara comments: The 
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as it 
is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, says: 
I heard that even the owner of an offering can render it piggul" 
through improper intention. Rava says: What is the reason of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei? As the verse states: “Then he 
who sacrifices shall sacrifice" his offering to the Lord” (Numbers 
15:4). The term “he who sacrifices” is a reference to the owner; 
since the owner is considered one who sacrifices, he too can render 
his offering piggul with an improper intention. 


Abaye says: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Eliezer, 
and Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar all hold that even in a case involv- 
ing two people, where this one has intention and that one per- 
forms the service, it is the intention that is relevant, i.e., it is as 
though the one performing the service had the intention. The 
Gemara explains: The statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, is that which we just said, that the owner can render his 
offering piggul through improper intention despite the fact that 
it is the priest who performs the service. 


The statement of Rabbi Eliezer is as we learned in a mishna (Hullin 

38b): With regard to one who slaughters an animal on behalf ofa 

gentile," his slaughter is valid and a Jew may eat the meat of this 

animal. But Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit, as the intention of the 

gentile, which is presumably to use the animal for idol worship, 
invalidates the act of slaughter performed by the Jew. 


The statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is as we learned in 
a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: In the 
case of any item that is not fit to be stored," and therefore people 
do not typically store items like it, but it was deemed fit for 
storage by this person and he stored it, and another person came 
and carried out® on Shabbat the item that was stored, that one 
who carried it out is rendered liable by the thought of this one 
who stored it. 


The Gemara notes: These two Sages, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar, although their rulings are stated in the context 
of entirely different matters, accept as halakha the ruling of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara explains: Now that con- 
cerning matters outside the Temple, i.e., non-sacred slaughter and 
carrying on Shabbat, with regard to which the Torah makes no 
reference to intention, we say that the intention of one person is 
effective for the action of another, is it necessary to state that the 
same halakha applies to matters inside the Temple, i.e., offerings, 
with regard to which it is explicitly stated that intention is effective, 
as indicated by the verse: 
(Leviticus 19:5)? 


But Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, does not necessarily accept 
as halakha the rulings of these two Sages, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar. The Gemara explains: Perhaps it is only con- 
cerning inside the Temple that we say that one person's intention 
is effective for the action of another, whereas concerning outside 
the Temple, we do not say this. 


Carrying out — Mx¥17: One of the Torah’s thirty-nine categories 
of labor prohibited on Shabbat is the act of carrying out items, 
which is treated in detail in a significant portion of tractate 
Shabbat. The labor of carrying out includes two different situ- 
ations. First, the transfer of an item from a private to a public 
domain or vice versa, without regard to the distance the item 
was moved; second, carrying an item four cubits in the public 


BACKGROUND 


domain. Despite the differences between these scenarios, they 
share several common elements. In both cases, the item in ques- 
tion is lifted from a significant surface of a minimum requisite 
measure, and then placed on another similar surface. If only one 
of the stages, lifting or placing, was performed by an individual 
or if each was performed by a different person, the act does not 
constitute labor prohibited on Shabbat by Torah law. 


“With your will you shall slaughter it” 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


The intent follows...the one performing the rite - 
TIYIN.. nain magman: The intent follows only the 
one who performs the sacrificial rite; the owner's intent 
is irrelevant. Even if it is known that the owner had an 
improper intent of the type that can render an offering 
piggul, if there was nothing amiss with the intent of the 
one performing the rite, the offering is valid, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:1, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


One who slaughters on behalf of a gentile - pniwn 
rid: If one slaughters an animal on behalf of a gentile 
the slaughter is valid, even if the gentile intends it to be 
for idol worship. The reason is that only the intent of the 
one performing the act of slaughter is taken into account. 
Consequently, if a gentile slaughters on behalf of a Jew 
the meat is non-kosher, even if the gentile is a minor. The 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 2:22 and 
Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 4:3). 


Any item that is not fit to be stored, etc. - wa pw bs 
^a) my: In the case of an item that people generally 
do not store and that is not fit to be stored, but one nev- 
ertheless stored it, if he transferred it from one domain to 
another on Shabbat, he is liable, whereas all others who 
do so are exempt. The halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:22). 


NOTES ——W¥—W¥W¥—___- 
That the owner can render it piggul - paan owanw: 
This is referring to a case where the priest performs the 
rite in silence, while the owner has an improper intention 
that renders the offering piggul. 


Then he who sacrifices shall sacrifice - 29p27 2pm: 
This is referring to the owner of the offering, not the 
priest who performs the rite. Consequently, the verse 
that discusses piggul: “Neither shall it be imputed to he 
who sacrifices it” (Leviticus 7:18), should be explained in 
the same manner, as referring to the owner. 
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NOTES 


Somewhat similar to service performed inside — 
0393 pya: There is a principle with regard to idol 
worship that one is liable whether he performs 
the particular service of that idol or worships it 
in a manner similar to the service in the Temple, 
even if the idol is not usually served in that fashion. 
Consequently, it is reasonable that the details of 
the service inside the Temple, e.g., intent, should 
equally apply to idol worship. 


The Torah prohibited only planned labor-noxba 
MIN MD nagma: A large proportion of the hala- 
khot of Shabbat are derived by juxtaposition with 
the instructions of the building of the Tabernacle 
(see Exodus 35:1-3 and onward). This juxtaposition 
teaches that the various forms of labor performed 
in the Tabernacle are those that are prohibited on 
Shabbat. With regard to the labor of the Tabernacle 
it is stated: “Creative labor” (Exodus 35:33), from 
which it is derived that the labors prohibited on 
Shabbat must be purposeful and constructive. 
With regard to piggul, the halakha is that the one 
who slaughters must intend to perform that action, 
and one who by mistake has an improper thought 
has not rendered the offering piggul. Nevertheless, 
he disqualification of piggul refers to the offering, 
hrough the intent of the person. By contrast, in the 
case of Shabbat the liability is not applied to the 
item carried, but to the individual who performs 
he action. Consequently, if he himself does not 
have the improper intent, it cannot be ascribed to 
him through the intent of another, and therefore 
he is not deemed liable (see Rosh HaMizbe‘ah). 
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The Gemara further differentiates between the opinions of those 
two Sages themselves. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar accepts as 
halakha the ruling of Rabbi Eliezer: Now that with regard to 
Shabbat we say that the intention of one person is effective for 
the action of another, is it necessary to say that the same applies 
concerning idol worship, where the actions are somewhat similar 
to those performed in the Temple? 


But Rabbi Eliezer does not necessarily accept as halakha the 
ruling of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar: Perhaps it is only with 
regard to idol worship that you say that one person’s intention is 
effective for the action of another, as idol worship is somewhat 
similar to service performed inside’ the Temple. Consequently, 
it is reasonable that one person’s intention is effective for the action 
of another in the case of idolatry, as it does for offerings. But with 
regard to Shabbat, the Torah prohibited only planned, construc- 
tive labor," i.e., one is liable only for an action that includes the 
creative intent of the doer, and here the one who took the item 
out did not intend to perform a labor. 
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Although different forms of presenting blood are prescribed for the various offerings, 
e.g., on all four corners of the altar, or on two diagonally opposite corners, a single 
presentation is sufficient after the fact. This halakha has ramifications for piggul, as 
it means that piggul status applies only if the improper intention was in the first 
presentation. This principle does not apply to those sin offerings whose blood is pre- 
sented inside the Sanctuary, as all these presentations are indispensable and the set 
of presentations is considered a single unit. Therefore, piggul status takes effect only 
if the priest had the improper intention in the performance of all the presentations. 


This ruling is connected to another halakha, that an item that has more than one 
permitting factor becomes piggul only if the improper intention occurred in the 
performance of all its permitting factors. Furthermore, in general piggul applies only 
if the permitting factor was sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva, and therefore 
a different improper intention in its performance, e.g., the intent to eat the offering 
outside its designated area, would prevent piggul status from taking effect. If that 
other intention occurred in the second presentation of the blood of an offering 
sacrificed outside the Sanctuary, the offering is piggul, as that presentation is not 
indispensable to the atonement. 


Another principle with regard to piggul is that it is modeled on the example of peace 
offerings, in which the halakha of piggul is stated. Consequently, piggul status applies 
only if the intention to burn or eat the offering outside its designated time occurred 
in the performance of a service outside the Sanctuary, or when the intention referred 
to sacrificing or eating outside the Sanctuary, but not when one of these was inside. 


It is further derived from the basic model of the peace offering that piggul applies only 
to an item that has a permitting factor, not to the permitting factor itself. Therefore, 
piggul status is not conferred on blood, in the case of an animal offering, or the hand- 
ful or frankincense, which are the permitting factors of a meal offering. 


Some offerings do not have permitting factors, e.g., the meal offering of priests, from 
which no handful is separated; libations, whether they are brought together with an 
offering or by themselves; and the oil employed in the purification rites of the leper. 
With regard to such offerings, one who eats them is not liable for consuming piggul. 
Even in those situations where one is not liable for piggul, one can be liable for eating 
sacrificial food in a state of ritual impurity and for eating notar. 


Concerning gentiles who brought offerings to the Temple, although these offerings 
are sacrificed on their behalf, nevertheless the halakhot of the offerings of a Jew do 


Summary of 
Perek IV 
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not apply to these offerings. Accordingly, one is not liable for piggul, notar, or for 
eating them in a state of ritual impurity. 


At the end of the chapter, a list is provided of matters for the sake of which an offering 
must be slaughtered, i.e., the proper intentions that must accompany the bringing of 
an offering. The Sages stated that it is preferable not to state these intentions explicitly, 
to avoid articulating improper intentions by mistake. 
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This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offer- 
ing, and of the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, 
and of the consecration offering, and of the sacrifice 
of peace offerings; which the Lord commanded Moses 
on Mount Sinai, in the day that he commanded the 
children of Israel to present their offerings to the Lord, 
in the wilderness of Sinai. 

(Leviticus 7:37-38) 


This chapter is an overview of all of the animal offerings in the Temple. It does not 
address bird offerings, which are examined in the sixth and seventh chapters. It 
also does not address meal offerings or other items brought to the altar, which are 
described in tractate Menahot, although they are also discussed in passing in the next 
chapter (63a). 


The offerings are mentioned in their order of sanctity. First the Gemara discusses 
offerings of the most sacred order, which must be slaughtered in the north of the 
Temple courtyard. Then it continues with an analysis of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
which may be slaughtered anywhere in the Temple courtyard. The next distinction 
between the offerings is where the blood is presented and how that presentation is 
performed. If the blood is presented closer to the innermost sanctum the offering 
has greater sanctity, and if more blood presentations are required it also has greater 
sanctity. An additional distinction is drawn on the basis of the time allotted for eating 
the offering. Generally, an offering that is permitted to be eaten fora shorter duration 
of time is discussed earlier in the chapter. 


The order in which the various halakhot of offerings are detailed in the mishna is as 
follows: The location of slaughter, the location of the blood presentation, what is 
done with the flesh and sacrificial portions, and how the remainder of the blood is 
poured. 


Another topic described in this chapter is the methodology of halakhic exposition 
in the realm of consecrated matters. The Sages had a tradition that not all of the 
hermeneutical principles may be used to derive a halakha and then be used again to 
apply that halakha to another matter in the realm of consecrated matters. This chapter 
clarifies which principles may be used in this way and which may not. 


The details of these halakhot and hermeneutical principles are the main topic of this 
chapter. 
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MI S HN A What is the location of the slaughter- 


ing and consumption of offerings?" 
The principle is that with regard to offerings of the most 
sacred order,’ their slaughter is in the north" of the Temple 
courtyard. 


Specifically, with regard to the bull and the goat of Yom 
Kippur," their slaughter is in the north and the collection 
of their blood in a service vessel is in the north, and their 
blood requires sprinkling between the staves of the Ark in 
the Holy of Holies, and upon the Curtain separating the 
Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, and on the golden altar.” Con- 
cerning all those sprinklings, failure to perform even one 
placement of their blood disqualifies the offering. As to the 
remainder of the blood, which is left after those sprinklings, 
a priest would pour it onto the western base of the external 
altar.” But if he did not place the remainder of the blood on 
the western base, it does not disqualify the offering. 


With regard to bulls that are burned and goats that are 
burned," their slaughter is in the north of the Temple court- 
yard, and the collection of their blood in a service vessel is 
in the north, and their blood requires sprinkling upon the 
Curtain’ separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, and 


upon the golden altar, 


Offerings of the most sacred order - owt? wap: Burnt 
offerings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, and communal peace 
offerings are included in this category. The following halakhot 
apply specifically to these offerings: They are slaughtered only 
in the northern section of the Temple courtyard. Those offer- 
ings that are eaten may be eaten only on the day the animal 
is sacrificed and the following night, only by priests, and only 
within the Temple courtyard. The prohibition against misuse 
of Temple property applies to these offerings as soon as they 
are consecrated. Once their blood is presented on the altar, the 
prohibition against misuse continues to apply to portions of 
the offering consumed on the altar, but not to portions of the 
offering that are to be eaten. 


orthern section of the Temple courtyard 


The bull and goat of Yom Kippur - o159577 Di bw yyw rs: 
On Yom Kippur, the High Priest sacrifices a bull as a sin offering 
or himself, his family, and all the members of the priesthood 
(see Leviticus 16:3, 6). The bull's slaughter, the burning of its flesh, 
and the sprinkling of its blood resemble the procedures of the 
bulls that are burned outside Jerusalem. In contrast to those, its 
blood is also sprinkled between the staves of the Holy Ark in 
he Holy of Holies. The blood of this bull is first sprinkled on its 
own; afterward it is mixed with the blood of the goat sacrificed 
as a sin offering for the entire people, and the mixed blood is 
sprinkled on the golden incense altar. 


Golden altar 


NOTES © 
Offerings [zevahim] — wma: Even though the biblical term 
zevahim is used specifically in reference to peace offerings (see, 
e.g, Leviticus 3:1), the mishna uses the term in reference to all 
animals that are slaughtered, to exclude bird offerings, meal offer- 
ings, and incense (Rashbatz). 


= HALAKHA | 
Offerings of the most sacred order...in the north - »w1p Tp 
}ib¥a...: Offerings of the most sacred order must be slaughtered 
in the north, and their blood must be collected in the north 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:2). 


The bull and the goat of Yom Kippur - o-15373 pi by ww rs: 
The blood of the bull and the blood of the goat of Yom Kippur 
each require eight sprinklings between the staves of the Ark 
and eight sprinklings on the Curtain. Afterward, the blood of 
the bull is mixed with the blood of the goat, and the mixture 
is sprinkled on the four corners of the golden altar and then 
sprinkled seven times on the top of that altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:12 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom 
HakKippurim 4:2). 


Bulls that are burned and goats that are burned — ms 1w37 O15 
wawa OY pyb: The blood of bulls that are burned and goats that 
are burned is sprinkled seven times on the Curtain between the 
Holy of Holies and the Sanctuary, and four times on the golden 
altar, once on each of its four corners (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:13). 


_ BACKGROUND ~ 


Golden altar — 347 maa: Also known as the incense altar 
and the inner altar, the golden altar stood in the middle of the 
Sanctuary. It was one cubit square along its entire height of two 
cubits. This altar was overlaid with gold, and it had four protru- 
sions, one on each corner. Incense was sacrificed every day on 
the inner altar, and on Yom Kippur the blood of the special Yom 
Kippur offerings was sprinkled on its top and on its corners. 


Base of the altar — nanan tip»: This diagram shows the place 
where the offerings were burned, the corners of the altar, the 
ledge surrounding the altar, and the base on the north and 
west sides of the altar. 


pe 
L 


e k i PE E 
Aerial view of the altar 


Curtain — n3593: The Curtain in the Tabernacle and the First 
Temple, or two "Curtains in the Second Temple, divided the 
Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies. The blood of the bulls that 
are burned, as well as the blood of the offerings sacrificed by 
the High Priest on Yom Kippur was sprinkled on this curtain. This 
term can also refer to other curtains hung over certain gates in 
the Temple complex. 


High Priest sprinkling blood on the Curtain on Yom Kippur 
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BACKGROUND 
Western base of the external altar - nam by saw Tid» 
pn: The image shows the place where the offerings were 
burned, the corners of the altar, the ledge surrounding the 
altar, and the base on the western and northern sides of 
the altar. 


nh lrir 


View of the altar from the west 


HALAKHA 


These and those are burned in the place of the ashes - by 
POTI ax pow rer: Sin offerings that are burned must be 
slaughtered and have their blood sprinkled in the Sanctu- 
ary. Afterward, the remainder of the blood is poured on the 
western base of the external altar, and then the portions for 
the altar are removed and thrown onto the fire. The remainder 
of the animal is taken outside Jerusalem and burned in the 
place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 5:n, 7:2 and Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:2). 
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and failure to perform even one placement of their blood dis- 
qualifies the offering. As for the remainder of the blood that is 
left after those sprinklings, a priest would pour it onto the west- 
ern base of the external altar,’ but if he did not pour the remain- 
der it does not disqualify the offering. These, the bull and the 
goat of Yom Kippur, and those, the bulls and the goats that are 
burned, are then burned in the place of the ashes," a place 
outside of Jerusalem where the priests would bring the ashes 
from the altar. 


G E M ARA The mishna opens with a principle that 
the slaughter of offerings of the most 
sacred order is in the north of the Temple courtyard. The Gemara 
inquires: And let the mishna also teach as a principle: And the 
collection of their blood in a service vessel is in the north of the 
Temple courtyard. Since collecting the blood is an indispensable 
part of the service, why is it not listed in this clause of the mishna? 
The Gemara explains: Since there is among the offerings of the 
most sacred order the guilt offering of a leper, for which the 
collection of its blood is in the hand, the mishna could not state 
this as a principle. Therefore, the tanna omitted this from the 
requirements for offerings of the most sacred order. 


The Gemara challenges: And is the blood of the guilt offering of 
a leper not collected in a service vessel? But the mishna teaches 
this halakha later (54b): With regard to the guilt offering of a 
nazirite brought for his purification and the guilt offering of 
a leper brought for his purification, their slaughter is in the north 
of the Temple courtyard and collection of their blood in a 
service vessel is in the north. Apparently, the tanna maintains 
that the blood of the guilt offering of a leper must be collected 
in a service vessel. 


The Gemara answers: Initially, the tanna held that since collec- 
tion of the blood of the guilt offering of a leper must also be in 
the priest’s hand, not exclusively in a service vessel, he omitted 
it. But since it is the case that it is possible for one to collect some 
of the blood only in a service vessel, the tanna subsequently 
taught it. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita ( Tosefta, Nega’im 9:2): The Torah 
states with regard to the guilt offering of a leper: “And the priest 
shall take of the blood of the guilt offering, and the priest shall 
put it upon the tip of the right ear of him who is to be purified, and 
upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon the big toe of his 
right foot” (Leviticus 14:14). One might have thought that he 
should take it in a vessel; therefore, the verse states: “And the 
priest shall put.” Just as putting the blood on the ear, thumb, and 
big toe must be performed with the priest’s own body, so too, 
taking of the blood is performed with the priest’s own body, 
not with a service vessel. 


NOTES 


Burned in the place of the ashes — pwn Mate pO Wa: This is a 
specific place described in the Torah: “And he shall take off his 
garments, and put on other garments, and carry forth the ashes 
without the camp unto a pure place” (Leviticus 6:4). When the 
Jewish people were in the wilderness, the ashes were placed 
outside the entire camp. In the time of the Temple, the place 
of the ashes was outside the city of Jerusalem. The Torah states 
explicitly that the bull of the anointed priest must be burned 
in this place: “He shall carry forth, outside the camp, the whole 
bull, to a pure place, where the ashes are poured out, and 
burn it on wood with fire; where the ashes are poured out it 
shall be burned” (Leviticus 4:12). The place of the ashes is not 


mentioned explicitly with regard to the other offerings that 
are burned. Rashi explains that the derivation for this principle 
with regard to the bull for an unwitting communal sin is from 
the verse: “And he shall carry forth the bull outside the camp, 
and burn it as he burned the first bull; it is the sin offering for 
the assembly” (Leviticus 4:21). The term “first bull” is a refer- 
ence to the bull of the anointed priest, to teach that the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin is burned in the same place. 
The requirement to burn the bull of Yom Kippur and the goat 
brought for communal idolatry in that same place is derived 
by the Talmud (39b) through juxtaposition of those verses with 
those concerning the bull of an anointed priest. 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that even with 
regard to the blood of the leper’s guilt offering that he presents 
on the altar, like the blood of other guilt offerings, it is so, that he 
collects the blood in his hand rather than with a vessel. To counter 
this, the verse states: “For as the sin offering is, so is the guilt 
offering” (Leviticus 14:13)." This teaches that just as a sin offering 
requires a vessel for collection of its blood, so too, the blood of 
a guilt offering requires a vessel for collection of its blood. You 
consequently say: In the case ofa leper’s guilt offering, two priests 
collect its blood;" one collects the blood by hand, and the other 
one collects the blood in a vessel." This one, who collected the 
blood in a vessel, comes to the altar and sprinkles some of the blood 
on it. And that one, who collected the blood by hand, comes to 


the leper and places some of the blood on his right ear, right thumb, 


and right big toe. 


A leper’s guilt offering, two priests collect its blood - nwx 
sat me phapa DIT W yq: After the leper’s guilt offering is 
slaughtered, two priests collect the blood. One collects it in a 
vessel and sprinkles it on the altar, and the other collects it in his 
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HALAKHA 


right hand, pours it into his left hand, and walks to the leper and 
places the blood from his hand onto the leper’s right earlobe, 
right thumb, and right big toe (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 4:2). 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the bull and the goat of 
Yom Kippur, their slaughter is in the north and the collection of 
their blood ina service vessel is in the north. The Gemara asks: Why 
does the mishna list these sin offerings first? After all, while the 
halakha that slaughter must be in the north of the Temple courtyard 
is written in the Torah with regard to a burnt offering (Leviticus 
1:11), the Torah does not explicitly state that the other offerings must 
be slaughtered in the north. Therefore, let the tanna of the mishna 
teach the halakha of a burnt offering first. 


The Gemara answers: Since the location for slaughtering the sin 
offering is derived through interpretation, it is dear to the tanna," 
and he therefore he gives it precedence. The verse states: “Speak to 
Aaron and to his sons, saying: This is the law of the sin offering: In 
the place where the burnt offering is slaughtered shall the sin offering 
be slaughtered before the Lord; it is most holy” (Leviticus 6:18). The 
Gemara (ssa) derives from this verse that the sin offering must be 
slaughtered in the same place as the burnt offering, i.e., in the north 
of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara challenges: But let the tanna of the mishna teach 
first the halakha of the external sin offerings, since those are the 
* offerings to which the verse is referring. The Gemara explains: Since 
the blood of the Yom Kippur sin offerings enters the innermost 
sanctum, these offerings are dear to the tanna, and he taught them 
first. 


The Gemara asks: And where is it written that a burnt offering must 
be slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard? The Gemara 
answers that with regard to a sheep that is brought as a burnt offering 
the Torah states: “And he shall slaughter it on the side of the altar 
northward before the Lord; and Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall dash 
its blood against the altar round about” (Leviticus 1:11). 


NOTES 


As the sin offering is so is the guilt offering - »5 
xT OWA nyna: The halakha of the sin offering is 
learned from the halakha of the burnt offering through 
a verbal analogy using the term “take.” With regard 
to the burnt offering the verse states explicitly: “And 
Moses took half of the blood and put it in basins, and 
half of the blood he dashed against the altar” (Exodus 
24:6). 


One by hand and one in a vessel - 1m% 793 IM 
oa: The baraita states that the first priest collects the 
blood in a vessel and afterward the second priest col- 
lects it in his hand. The Meshekh Hokhma explains that 
whereas the order in the baraita is according to the 
order in which the service is performed, the Gemara 
here teaches the collection by hand first, because this 
is the unusual element of the service. 


NOTES 


Since it...is derived through interpretation it is dear 
to him - mb MDA WTI NNT R: This concept 
appears elsewhere in the Talmud to explain the order 
of a mishna. Usually it is in reference to an interpreta- 
tion of the verse by the Sages, whereas in this case 
the Torah itself juxtaposes the sin offering to the burnt 
offering with regard to their place of slaughter. Never- 
theless, the halakha derived from this juxtaposition is 
still considered dear, since the location for slaughtering 
a sin offering is not explicit in the verse and requires an 
interpretation to derive it. 
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HALAKHA 
Uncertain misuse of consecrated property — nibyna pao: 
If one is uncertain whether he has committed a sin for 
which he would be liable to bring a guilt offering, e.g., for 
misuse of consecrated property, he is exempt from bringing 
an offering (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 9:11). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara clarifies: We have found that this verse provides 
a source that a young sheep burnt offering must be slaughtered 
in the north. From where do we derive that a young bull burnt 
offering must also be slaughtered in the north? The Gemara 
answers: The verse states: “And if his offering be of the flock, 
whether of the sheep, or of the goats, for a burnt offering, he shall 
offer ita male without blemish” (Leviticus 1:10). The conjunctive 

“and” represented by the letter vav adds to the previous matter. 
‘The previous passage addresses cattle offerings. And let the upper 
passage, the place of the slaughter of a bull, be learned from 
the lower passage, the place of slaughtering a sheep. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well according to the 
one who says that we learn halakhot in this manner. But accord- 
ing to the one who says that we do not learn halakhot in this 
manner, what is there to say? 


As it is taught in a baraita: Immediately following the passage in 

the Torah addressing a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated 

property, the Torah discusses the halakhot of a provisional guilt 
offering, brought by one who is uncertain as to whether he com- 
mitted a sin that requires a sin offering. The verse states: “And if 
anyone sin, and does any of the commandments which the Lord 

has commanded not to be done, though he did not know it, yet 
is he guilty, and shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17). This 

serves to render him liable to bring a provisional guilt offering" 

for uncertain misuse of consecrated property;" this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Akiva. And the Rabbis deem him exempt in such 
a case. The Gemara suggests: What, is it not that they disagree 

with regard to this: One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that we learn 

halakhot of the upper passage from the lower passage, and the 

other Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that we do not learn halakhot 
in this manner? 


Rav Pappa said: This is not correct, as everyone holds that we 
learn halakhot of the upper passage from the lower passage. And 
this is the reason that the Rabbis exempt from bringing an offer- 
ing one who is uncertain whether he misused consecrated prop- 
erty: They learn a verbal analogy. It is stated here: “And if anyone 
sin, and does any of the commandments which the Lord has 
commanded not to be done” (Leviticus 5:17). And it is stated 
with regard to the sin offering for eating forbidden fat:" “And if 
any one of the common people sin through error, in doing any of 
the commandments which the Lord has commanded not to be 
done, and be guilty” (Leviticus 4:27). 


The verbal analogy teaches that just as there, the sin offering is 
brought only for an act that for its intentional violation one is 
liable to be punished with karet, and for its unwitting violation 
one is liable to bring a sin offering, so too here, one brings a 
provisional guilt offering only for an act that for its intentional 
violation one is liable to be punished with karet, and for its 
unwitting violation one is liable to bring a sin offering, which 
is not the case concerning misuse of consecrated property. 


Provisional guilt offering - nbn ow: A sin offering is brought 
by one who unwittingly violates a prohibition that is punishable 
by karet if violated intentionally. A provisional guilt offering 
is brought for transgressions that require one to bring a sin 
offering, in a case where it is unclear whether one actually com- 
mitted the transgression. For example, if one is not sure whether 
he consumed blood or not, he brings a provisional guilt offering 
until the facts are clarified. If he subsequently learns that he did 
sin, he brings a sin offering. Rabbi Akiva holds that even though 
the Torah in this passage makes reference only to transgressions 
for which one is liable to bring a sin offering, nevertheless, 
because of the placement of this passage it also applies to an 
uncertain case of misuse of consecrated property, which is a 
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transgression for which one brings a guilt offering in cases of 
definite transgression. An example of this uncertainty would 
be if there were two pieces of meat, one consecrated and one 
unconsecrated, and he ate one of them, but does not know 
whether it was the consecrated one or not. 


Sin offering for forbidden fat - abn mxwm: The term: Sin offer- 
ing for forbidden fat, is used for any sin offering brought by 
one who unwittingly violates a prohibition whose intentional 
violation is punishable by karet. This is in contrast to communal 
sin offerings or the sin offering of a nazirite. Rashi explains that 
the name: Sin offering for forbidden fat, is used due to the fact 
that immediately after the Torah delineates the prohibition: 


“You shall eat neither fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17), it delineates 
the halakhot of sin offerings. 

The Rosh explains that the source of the use of this term is 
the fact that this particular sin is common; when one slaughters 
an animal in order to eat its meat, it could easily happen that 
one would fail to remove all of the forbidden fat. Additionally, 
once the fat has been removed from the animal it is very diffi- 
cult to distinguish between the permitted fat and the forbidden 
fat, as they appear very similar. Therefore, one is likely to eat 
the forbidden fat unwittingly and be required to bring a sin 
offering on its account. 
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The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Akiva derive from this 
verbal analogy? He learns that just as there the verse obligates one 
to bring a fixed sin offering, so too here, with regard to the provi- 
sional guilt offering, one brings it for a case of uncertain transgres- 
sion of a prohibition for which one would be liable to bring a fixed 
sin offering, to exclude a sin offering brought for uncertain trans- 
gression of the defiling of the Temple or sacrificial foods, as the 
sin offering for that transgression is not fixed, but is a sliding-scale 
offering.’ If the sinner is poor he brings a meal offering or a bird 
offering; if he is rich he brings an animal offering. In a case of 
uncertainty one does not bring a provisional guilt offering. 


And as for the Rabbis, who derived a different halakha from the 
verbal analogy, they hold that there is no verbal analogy for half 
of a matter. Once a provisional guilt offering is compared to a 
sin offering, it must be completely similar, and both matters are 
derived from the verbal analogy. The Gemara asks: But Rabbi 
Akiva also must hold that there is no verbal analogy for half of 
a matter, so why does he not agree with the derivation of the 
Rabbis? 


The Gemara reconsiders: Yes, this is indeed so. And here they 
disagree with regard to this: Rabbi Akiva holds that it is written 
with regard to the provisional guilt offering: “And if anyone 
sin, and does any of the commandments which the Lord has 
commanded not to be done, though he did not know iit, yet is he 
guilty, and shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17). The word “and” 
represented by the letter vav adds to the previous matter. When 
a phrase begins with the conjunction vay, it is a continuation of 
the previous matter, and the halakhot of the previous passage can 
be learned from the subsequent passage. Therefore one brings a 
provisional guilt offering for uncertain misuse of consecrated 


property. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the opinion of the Rabbis also, 
isn’t it written: “And if anyone sin”? Let us say that they disagree 
about this: As one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that a derivation 
from a juxtaposition is preferable," and derives from the juxta- 
position of the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property to the 
halakhot of a provisional guilt offering that one is liable to bring a 
provisional guilt offering if he is not certain whether he misused 
consecrated property. And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds that a 
derivation from a verbal analogy is preferable, and therefore 
derive from a verbal analogy between the passage of misuse 
of consecrated property and the passage of a sin offering for 
eating forbidden fat that one is not liable to bring a provisional 
guilt offering if he is not certain whether he misused consecrated 


property. 


The Gemara rejects this: No, it may be that everyone agrees 
that a derivation from a juxtaposition is preferable. And the 
Rabbis would say to you that the reason one is exempt from 
bringing a provisional guilt offering in a case of uncertain mis- 
use of consecrated property is that the juxtaposition should be 
understood in the opposite manner. It is the lower passage that 
is derived from the upper passage. 


The juxtaposition teaches that a provisional guilt offering must 
be a ram worth a minimum of two silver shekels," as is the halakha 
with regard to the offering brought for misuse of consecrated 
property. This derivation is needed so that you should not say 
that a provisional guilt offering, brought for his uncertain trans- 
gression, should not be more stringent than the offering one 
brings in a case of his definite transgression. According to that 
claim, one would say that just as for his definite transgression one 
may bring a sin offering worth only one-sixth [danka]" of a 
dinar, so too, for his uncertain transgression one may bring a 
provisional guilt offering worth only one-sixth of a dinar. 


BACKGROUND 
Sliding-scale offering - 17% aby Jap: This type of sin 
offering is unique in that the offering which is brought 
depends on the financial circumstances of the sinner. One 
with sufficient means is required to bring a sin offering of 
a female lamb or goat. A poor person, who is unable to 
afford such an offering, brings a pair of birds instead, one 
as a burnt offering and one as a sin offering. One who 
cannot afford even a pair of birds brings a meal offering. 
The sliding-scale offering is brought for the violation of 
three sins: Violating an oath, taking a false oath to avoid 
giving testimony, and entering the Temple or partaking of 
sacrificial foods while ritually impure. 


NOTES 
A juxtaposition is preferable, etc. — 151 p% wp: Each 
type of derivation has its merits. A juxtaposition is more 
explicit in the verse, because the Torah equates two con- 
cepts by placing them next to each other, whereas a verba 
analogy is based on identical words in two different places. 
Conversely, since a verbal analogy may be derived only on 
the basis of a tradition, and one may not create a new verba 
analogy, it has greater strength. 


Worth one-sixth [danka] - x31 na: A danka is equivalen 
to the Hebrew coin known as a ma'a. Rashi holds that in 
this case it does not refer to a specific minimum value, bu 
means any small amount. 


HALAKHA 


Guilt offering worth two silver shekels - 1p33 oW% 
D>pw: A ram brought for a guilt offering, including a pro- 
visional guilt offering, must be worth at least two silver 
shekels. The exceptions are the guilt offerings of the nazirite 
and the leper, which have no minimum value (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:22). 


LANGUAGE 
One-sixth [danka] — x27: From the Middle Persian dang, 
meaning particle, danka was the name of a Persian coin, 
called a ma'a in Aramaic. Since the ma'a was one-sixth of a 
dinar, the Sages used the word danka to refer to one-sixth 
in many contexts. 
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NOTES 


One law for all of the guilt offerings - nny mjin 
ninwgg dsb: This does not actually mean that all of 
he guilt offerings are identical, but rather applies 
only to all those for which one must bring a ram. 
The guilt offerings of a nazirite and of a leper are 
sheep, not rams, and therefore have lesser value. 


And shall take, he will take himself - np» + npn: 
Rashi explains that this is based on transposing the 
first two letters of the word, as if it were written: 
He will take himself. On the next amud the Gemara 


hat the term could have been written simply as: 
Take, but instead it is written as “and take” (see Rid). 
Perhaps these two explanations complement each 
other, and it is because of the extra vav that the 
word can be interpreted as if the first two letters 
were reversed. 


It is written in another verse — 203 KIN KP: 
Since it is written twice in the Torah it teaches that 
if not done in this manner it is disqualified. 
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The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Akiva derive this 
conclusion? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the verse that 
states: “And this is the law of the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:1), which 
teaches that there is one law for all of the guilt offerings" and they 
must all be worth at least two shekels, provisional guilt offerings 
included. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to one who holds 

that there is a derivation from the word “law,” but according to the 

one who does not hold that there is a derivation from the word “law,” 
from where does he learn that all guilt offerings must have the same 

minimum value? The Gemara answers: He learns it from a verbal 

analogy between the term “according to your valuation” stated with 

regard to a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property (Leviticus 

5:15) and the term “according to your valuation” stated with regard 

to a provisional guilt offering (Leviticus 5:18) and a guilt offering 

for robbery (Leviticus 5:25). 


The Gemara asks: This works out well concerning guilt offerings 
where it is written “according to your valuation,” but with regard to 
a guilt offering brought for engaging in sexual intercourse with an 
espoused maidservant, concerning which it is not written in the 
Torah “according to your valuation,” what is there to say? How does 
one derive that the guilt offering brought for engaging in sexual inter- 
course with an espoused maidservant must be worth a minimum of 
two silver shekels? 


The Gemara answers that it is derived from a verbal analogy between 
the term “with the ram” stated with regard to a guilt offering for mis- 
use of consecrated property (Leviticus 5:16) and the term “with the 
ram” stated with regard to the guilt offering for engaging in sexual 
intercourse with an espoused maidservant (Leviticus 19:22). 


§ The Gemara returns to discuss the mishna. From where do we 
derive that a sin offering requires slaughter in the north of the Temple 
courtyard? The Gemara answers: As it is written with regard to an 
individual sin offering: “And he shall place his hand upon the head of 
the sin offering, and slaughter the sin offering in the place of the 
burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29). Just as a burnt offering must be 
slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard, so too, a sin offering 
must also be slaughtered in the north. 


The Gemara asks: We have found from this verse that the slaughter 
must be in the north. From where do we derive that collection of 
the blood must also be in the north? The Gemara answers: As it is 

written: “And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering 
with his finger and place it upon the corners of the altar of burnt offer- 
ing, and all its remaining blood he shall pour out at the base of the altar” 
(Leviticus 4:34). As this verse immediately follows the verse discussing 
the slaughter of a sin offering, evidently the taking of the blood is 

performed in the same place as the slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the one collecting 
the blood must himself stand in the north of the Temple courtyard? 
Perhaps he may stand near the north and extend his arm to collect 
the blood. The Gemara answers that the verse states: “And the priest 
shall take [velakah]” (Leviticus 4:34), which can be read, as: He will 
take himself" [lo yikkah]. 


The Gemara asks: We have found that the offering must be slaughtered 
in the north and the blood collected in the north to perform the mitzva 
in the optimal manner. From where is it derived that if one slaughters 
the offering or collects the blood anywhere else the offering is disquali- 
fied? The Gemara answers: It is written in another verse" which 
speaks of a goat sin offering brought by a king who sins: “And he shall 
place his hand upon the head of the goat and slaughter it in the place 
where they slaughter the burnt offering before the Lord; it is a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 4:24). And it is taught in a baraita: Where is the 
burnt offering slaughtered? In the north. This sin offering of a king 
must also be slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard. 
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The Gemara asks: And do you learn this halakha from here? But 
isn’t it already stated: “Speak to Aaron and to his sons, saying: 
This is the law of the sin offering: In the place where the burnt 
offering is slaughtered shall the sin offering be slaughtered 
before the Lord; it is most holy” (Leviticus 6:18)? If so, to what 
purpose was this singled out? Why did the Torah state explicitly 
that the sin offering of the king requires slaughter in the north? 
The Gemara answers: To fix a place for it," that this is the only 
place where a sin offering may be slaughtered, teaching that if it 
was not slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard, the 
offering is disqualified even after the fact. 


The Gemara asks: Do you say that it is singled out for this pur- 
pose, to teach that even after the fact a sin offering slaughtered 
anywhere other than in the north is disqualified? Or perhaps it 
is only to teach that this goat sin offering requires slaughter in 
the north but no other goat sin offering requires slaughter in the 
north. The Gemara answers: The verse states: “And he shall place 
his hand upon the head of the sin offering, and slaughter the sin 
offering” in the place of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29). 
This established a paradigm for all sin offerings, teaching that 
they require slaughter in the north. 


The Gemara continues its explanation: We have found that the 
Torah writes with regard to the goat sin offering of a king that 
it requires slaughter in the north both to perform the mitzva in 
the optimal manner and to disqualify the offering even after the 
fact. We have also found with regard to the other sin offerings 
that the Torah states that to perform the mitzva" in the optimal 
manner they must be slaughtered in the north of the Temple 
courtyard. From where do we derive the halakha to disqualify 
other sin offerings if they were not slaughtered in the north? 


The Gemara explains: As it is written with regard to a lamb sin 
offering that it must be slaughtered in the north: “And slaughter 
the sin offering in the place of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:33) 
and it is also written with regard to a she-goat sin offering: “And 
he shall place his hand upon the head of the sin offering, and 
slaughter it for a sin offering in the place of the burnt offering’ 
(Leviticus 4:29). This repetition teaches that a sin offering is 
disqualified if it is not slaughtered in the north. 


1) 


§ Having derived from these verses that all sin offerings are dis- 
qualified if they are slaughtered not in the north, the Gemara 
questions its earlier explanation. Rather, why do I need the term 
“it” stated with regard to the sin offering of a king in the verse: 
“And he shall place his hand upon the head of the goat, and slaugh- 
ter it in the place where they slaughter the burnt offering before 
the Lord; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:24)? 


NOTES 
We have also found with other sin offerings that to perform 


And slaughter the sin offering - nxynn ny vnw: Rashi 
explains that the paradigm is derived from the fact that the 
verse does not write: And slaughter it, but: “And slaughter 
the sin offering” This means that every offering that is called 
a sin offering has the same requirement to be slaughtered in 


the north, in the place that the burnt offering is slaughtered. 


In general, a paradigm can be used to derive that which is 
written explicitly to all similar cases, even without a deductive 
inference from the verse. In this case this paradigm would 
not have been used without the deductive inference, due 
to the exclusionary term “it” stated with regard to the sin 
offering of a king. 


the mitzva - mynd mawx vay nixyn agw: Even though 
the Gemara has already cited two verses which refer to the 
other sin offerings: “In the place where the burnt offering is 
slaughtered shall the sin offering be slaughtered” (Leviticus 
6:18), and: “And slaughter the sin offering in the place of the 
burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29), the baraita explains that these 
verses are necessary to teach that all the sin offerings apart 
from the goat offering of a king also require slaughter in the 
north of the Temple courtyard. 


— HALAKHA —— 
To fix a place for it - nip b via: Offerings of the most sacred 
order that are slaughtered in the south of the Temple courtyard 
or have their blood collected in the south are disqualified, in 


accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:7). 
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NOTES 
Derive placing hands itself via a paradigm - 7513 73729 
x pan TN: The verse states: “And he shall place his hand 
upon the head of the sin offering, and slaughter the sin 
offering in the place of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29). 
One can learn from here that any offering described as a sin 
offering requires placing hands on the head of the offering. 


We do not learn from sin offerings applicable to all 
generations — |Y xd Minit: Any derivation through a 
paradigm is based on the principle that there is some com- 
monality and comparison between the other cases and the 
paradigm. Since offerings that were brought only once in 
history are unique, their details cannot be derived from a par- 
adigm. Details that can be derived from apparently superflu- 
ous words in the Torah are not dependent on comparison. 
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The Gemara answers: It is required for that which is taught in a 
baraita: It, the goat sin offering of a king, is slaughtered in the 
north of the Tabernacle, but the goat offered by Nahshon and the 
other princes was not slaughtered in the north. Nahshon was the 
prince of the tribe of Judah. He, along with all the other princes of 
the tribes, brought offerings to inaugurate the altar and the Tab- 
ernacle, as recorded in the Torah (Numbers, chapter 7). Although 
the offerings were classified as sin offerings because they shared 
some characteristics of sin offerings, they were not brought to 
atone for any particular sin. Therefore, the term “it” teaches that 
the offerings of the princes did not require slaughter in the north. 


And the reason that it is necessary for the Torah to exclude Nah- 
shon’s sin offering from the requirement of slaughter in the north 
is because it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to 
the sin offering of a king: “And he shall place his hand upon the 
head of the goat, and slaughter it in the place where they slaughter 
the burnt offering before the Lord; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 
4:24). The verse could have stated: Upon its head. The reason it 
adds “of the goat” is to include the goat brought as a sin offering 
by Nahshon in the requirement of placing hands on the head of 
an offering. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon 
says: The term “of the goat” serves to include the goats brought 
as sin offerings for communal idol worship in the requirement of 
placing hands on the head of an offering. 


The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say that since 
the sin offerings of the princes are included in the requirement of 
placing hands, they are also included in the requirement of being 
slaughtered in the north. Therefore, the term “it” teaches us that 
for the goat brought as a sin offering by Nahshon and the other 
princes there was no requirement of slaughter in the north. 


Ravina objects to this interpretation: This works out well accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the offering of 
Nahshon required him to place his hands on the head of the animal. 
But according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, what is there to 
say? Why should the Torah write the term “it,” since there is no 
reason to assume that it would require slaughter in the north? 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Tavi, said to Ravina: And according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, does it work out well? Why is it 
necessary for the Torah to specifically exclude the offerings of the 
princes from the requirement of slaughter in the north? Why not 
say that for that for which it was included, i.e., placing hands on 
the head of an animal, it was included, and for that which it was 
not included, i.e., slaughter in the north, it was not included. 


And if you would say that if the verse had not excluded the offer- 
ings of the princes I would say that one could derive the require- 
ment for slaughter in the north via a paradigm’ from all other 
sin offerings, if so, one could also derive the requirement for 
placing hands on the head of an animal itself via the same 
paradigm.” Rather, the reason that the requirement of placing 
hands cannot be derived via a paradigm is that we do not learn 
the requirements of the sin offering of Nahshon, which was only 
for the time of the inauguration of the Tabernacle alone, from 
the requirement of sin offerings applicable to all generations. So 
too, the requirement of slaughter in the north cannot be derived 
via a paradigm because we do not learn the requirements of the 
sin offering of Nahshon from the requirement of sin offerings 
applicable to all generations.” 


Paradigm — Ax p33: Paradigms are among the fundamental 
talmudic principles of biblical interpretation, and they appear 
in all the standard lists of hermeneutical principles. The simplest 


BACKGROUND 
form of the analogy is: Just as a particular halakha applies in 
one case, it may be inferred that in another case that is similar 
to the first case, the same halakha applies. 
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Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to the sin offering of a king 
serves to teach that it must be slaughtered in the north of the Temple 
courtyard, but the one who slaughters it does not need to stand in 
the north when he slaughters it. 


The Gemara challenges this: The halakha of the one who slaughters 
the offering has already been derived from the statement of Rabbi 
Ahiyya," as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Ahiyya says: The verse 
states with regard to the burnt offering: “And he shall slaughter it on 
the side of the altar northward before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:11). 
Why must the verse state the exclusionary term “it”? 


He explains: Since we have found that the priest stands in the north 
and collects the blood from the neck of the animal in the north, 
and if he stood in the south and collected the blood in the north" 
the offering is disqualified, one might have thought that this is so 
also with regard to this one who slaughters the offering. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And he shall slaughter it,” to teach that it, the 
animal, must be in the north, but the one who slaughters it is not 
required to be standing in the north" of the Temple courtyard when 
he slaughters the animal. Therefore, the question must be addressed: 
What is derived from the exclusionary term “it” stated with regard 
to the sin offering ofa king? 


The Gemara explains: Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to 
the sin offering of a king serves to teach that it, a goat brought as a 
sin offering, must be slaughtered in the north, but a young bird 
brought as an offering does not need to be killed in the north. This 
is as it is taught in a baraita: One might have thought that a male 
bird requires pinching of the nape in the north of the Temple court- 
yard. And this can be derived through a logical inference: Just as a 
young sheep brought as a burnt offering is an offering for which 
the Torah did not fix that its slaughter must be performed by a priest 
but nevertheless fixed that its slaughter must be in the north, with 
regard to a young bird brought as an offering, for which the Torah 
did fix that its killing must be performed by a priest, is it not logical 
that the Torah should also fix its slaughter in the north? Therefore, 
the verse states “it,” to exclude a male bird from the requirement 
of being killed in the north. 


The Gemara questions the logical inference. One cannot derive 
the halakha of a bird offering from the halakha of a sheep offering, 
as what is notable about a young sheep offering? It is notable in 
that the Torah fixed the requirement that it be slaughtered with a 
utensil, i.e., a knife. A bird, by contrast, is killed by the priest using 
his fingernail. Therefore, the term “it” cannot serve to counter this 
derivation. 


The Gemara explains: Rather, the term “it” stated with regard to the 
sin offering of a king serves to teach that it, the goat of the king, is 
slaughtered in the north, but the Paschal offering is not slaughtered 
in the north. 


As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: One 
might have thought that a Paschal offering requires slaughter in the 
north. And this can be derived through a logical inference: Just as 
a burnt offering is an offering for which the Torah did not fix a time 
for its slaughter but fixed that it requires slaughter in the north, with 
regard to a Paschal offering, for which the Torah fixed a time for its 
slaughter, as it must be slaughtered in the afternoon of the fourteenth 
day of Nisan, is it not logical that the Torah would fix that it must be 
slaughtered in the north? Therefore, the verse states “it,” to exclude 
the Paschal offering from the requirement of slaughter in the north. 


The Gemara questions the logical inference. One cannot derive the 
halakha of a Paschal offering from the halakha of a burnt offering, as 
what is notable about a burnt offering? It is notable in that the Torah 
teaches that it is entirely burned on the altar. This is not so with 
regard to a Paschal offering. 


he publisher 


NOTES 

Is derived from the statement of Rabbi Ahiyya - 
i772 NPM "ATTA: Even though Rabbi Ahiyya’s state- 
ment was in reference to a burnt offering and not 
a sin offering, it can be understood based on the 
words of the Gemara at the end of the amud that 
the derivation cannot be more stringent than the 
primary source. The requirement for slaughter in 
the north is stated with regard to a burnt offering. If 
one who slaughters a burnt offering is not required 
to stand in the north as he slaughters, certainly one 
who slaughters a sin offering is not required to stand 
in the north (see Tosafot on Menahot 56a). 


HALAKHA 

Stood in the south and collected the blood in 
the north - jaya bap) Dinta ty: Ifa priest stands 
in the south of the Temple courtyard and reaches 
out to collect the blood in the north, the offering is 
disqualified, in accordance with the opinion of the 
tanna of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:9). 


But the one who slaughters is not in the north - 
jaxa _NIWA py: If one stands in the south and 
reaches out to slaughter an animal standing in the 
north of the Temple courtyard, the slaughter is valid, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ahiyya 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:8). 
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NOTES 
Not to exclude one who slaughters - pniw sary wb: 
According to the text of the Gemara here, Rashi explains 
that this is referring to the term “it” stated with regard 
to the goat. According to the version that appears in the 
parallel discussion in tractate Menahot (56a) this phrase 
is explaining Rabbi Ahiyya's interpretation. 
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The Gemara continues: If you would suggest a logical inference 
from the halakha of a sin offering, which is not entirely burned 
upon the altar but is slaughtered only in the north, this too can be 
refuted. As what is notable about a sin offering? It is notable in that 
it atones for those sins that render one liable for punishment by 
karet, which is not so with regard to a Paschal offering. 


The Gemara continues: If you would suggest a logical inference 
from the halakha of a guilt offering, which is not entirely burned, 
which does not atone for those sins punishable by karet, and which 
is slaughtered only in the north, this too can be refuted. As what is 
notable about a guilt offering? It is notable in that it has the status 
of an offering of the most sacred order, which is not so with regard 
to a Paschal offering. The Gemara adds: Having noted this distinc- 
tion between a guilt offering and a Paschal offering, one can say that 
for all of the three offerings as well, the halakha of a Paschal offering 
cannot be derived from them, since they all have the status of 
offerings of the most sacred order. 


The Gemara returns to the earlier inference: Actually, the term “it” 
teaches as we said initially: It, i.e., the animal, must be standing in 

the north, but the one who slaughters the animal does not have to 

stand in the north. And that which is difficult for you, that we 

derive this halakha from the statement of Rabbi Ahiyya, is in fact 

not difficult. The derivation from the term “it” is not to exclude one 

who slaughters" from the requirement to slaughter in the north, 
since that halakha is known already from the statement of Rabbi 

Ahiyya. Rather, the derivation is that it is only one who slaughters 

the animal who does not have to stand in the north, but by infer- 
ence, the one who collects the blood from the neck of the animal 

must stand in the north. 


The Gemara questions this inference: The halakha that the one who 
collects the blood from the neck of the animal must stand in the 
north is derived from the fact that the Torah could have written: 
The priest shall take, and instead writes: “And the priest shall take” 
[velakah] (Leviticus 4:34), which may be read as: He will take 
himself [lo yikah], as explained on the previous amud. The Gemara 
explains: This tanna does not learn anything from this distinction 
between: The priest shall take, and: “And the priest shall take.” He 
does not agree with this derivation, and therefore he must derive 
the requirement to collect the blood while standing in the north 
from a different verse. 


§ The Gemara asks: We found a source for the requirement of 
slaughter in the north with regard to a burnt offering in order to 
perform the mitzva in the optimal manner. We also found a source 
for the requirement of collecting the blood while standing in the 
north in order to perform the mitzva in the optimal manner. From 
where do we derive that slaughter and collection of the blood are 
disqualified if they are not performed in the north? 


Rav Adda bar Ahava says, and some say it was Rabba bar Sheila 

who says: It is derived via an a fortiori inference: Just as the halakha 

that the slaughter and blood collection of a sin offering be per- 
formed in the north comes by virtue ofa comparison to the halakha 

of a burnt offering, as the verse states: “And slaughter the sin offer- 
ing in the place of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29), yet if the 

animal was not slaughtered or its blood was not collected in the 

north it disqualifies the offering, with regard to the burnt offering 

itself, as the halakha that the slaughter and blood collection ofa sin 

offering be in the north comes by virtue of it, is it not logical that 

if it was not slaughtered or its blood was not collected in the north, 
this should disqualify the offering? 


The Gemara rejects this logical inference: What is notable about a 
sin offering? It is notable in that it atones for those sins that render 
one liable for punishment by karet, which is not so with regard to 
a burnt offering. 
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Ravina said: This is what is difficult for Rav Adda bar Ahava. 
In other words, regardless of the notable characteristic of a sin 
offering, he still is of the opinion that his logical inference stands. 
Have we ever found that a secondary prohibition is more strin- 
gent than a primary prohibition?" Since the halakha of a sin 
offering is derived via a comparison to the halakha of a burnt 
offering, the former cannot have stringencies that the latter lacks. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: But have we not 
found a secondary prohibition that is more stringent than the 
primary one? 


But there is the case of the second tithe, which may be redeemed, 
whereas food that is purchased with second-tithe redemption 
money" may not be redeemed. As we learned in a mishna 
(Ma ‘aser Sheni 10:10): With regard to food that was purchased 
with second-tithe money and that then became ritually impure, 
this ritually impure food must be redeemed with money, with 
which one must purchase other food. Rabbi Yehuda says: The 
food must be buried. The Gemara infers from the mishna: If the 
food purchased with the second-tithe money became impure, yes, 
it may be redeemed, but if it did not become impure, it may not 
be redeemed. If so, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the halakha that 
food purchased with second-tithe money must be buried if it 
becomes impure is more stringent than the halakha for second- 
tithe produce itself, which may be redeemed if it becomes impure. 


The Gemara answers: There, the reason one may not redeem 
food that was purchased with second-tithe money and that then 
became ritually impure is not that the halakha is more stringent. 
Rather, there is a different reason. Since this food was merely 
purchased with second-tithe money, its sanctity is not as strong 
as the tithe itself and is unable to grasp its redemption money. Its 
status as second tithe is weak, and cannot be transferred to a third 
item. Consequently, if it becomes impure, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda it cannot be redeemed for money but must be buried, as 
an item that one is prohibited to derive benefit from. 


Mar Zutra asks: But there is the case of a substitution,"® as the 
status of an offering does not take effect" with regard to a per- 
manently blemished animal, while consecration performed via 
substitution does take effect with regard to an animal with a per- 
manent blemish. Although the animal cannot be sacrificed as an 
offering and must be redeemed, even after its redemption it may 
not be used for labor and its wool may not be used. 


The Gemara answers: The sanctity of a substitution comes by 
virtue of a consecrated animal; therefore it has a stronger sanctity. 
But the sanctity of a consecrated animal itself comes by virtue 
of a non-sacred animal, as there was no consecrated animal by 
which the owner extended the sanctity to this animal. 


Mar Zutra asks: But there is the case of a Paschal offering, as it 
does not require the placing of hands on its head, or wine liba- 
tions to accompany the offering, or waving of the breast and 
thigh. While its remainder, an animal that was designated as a 
Paschal offering but was not sacrificed at the right time, which is 
then sacrificed as a peace offering, has more stringent halakhot, 
because it requires the placing of hands on its head, and wine 
libations to accompany the offering, and waving of the breast 


and thigh. 


NOTES 


A secondary prohibition is more stringent than a 
primary prohibition — pyzy sya bay: The Torah could 
ave written the requirement of slaughter in the north 
in the verses of the sin offering, instead of comparing it 
o the burnt offering. Since the Torah did not do so, this 
indicates that not only must the sin offering be slaugh- 
ered in the same place as the burnt offering, but that 
he requirement to slaughter it in the north stems from 
he requirement to slaughter the burnt offering there. The 
sin offering therefore cannot have stringencies that the 
burnt offering does not have. 


HALAKHA 

Food purchased with second-tithe money — 24 mpba 
awyn: Food purchased with money of the second tithe 
may not be redeemed outside of Jerusalem unless it has 
become impure through contact with a primary source 
of impurity. It must be brought to and eaten in Jerusalem. 
In this way it is more stringent than the produce of the 
second tithe itself (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 
Sheni 7:1-2). 


But there is a substitution, etc. — 131 man m: A blem- 
ished animal that was substituted for an offering must be 
redeemed. Even after its redemption it does not become 
completely non-sacred, and it remains prohibited to shear 
the animal for its wool or to perform labor with it. Conse- 
cration performed via substitution takes effect even on an 
animal with a permanent blemish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 3:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Substitution — mman: Although it is prohibited to substi- 
tute one animal for an animal consecrated as an offering 
(see Leviticus 27:33), if one transgresses this prohibition, 
both the original animal and the substitute are conse- 
crated. Substitution applies only to animals brought as 
offerings by individuals and not to those designated as 
communal offerings. Even an animal with a blemish that 
renders it unfit to be sacrificed can become consecrated if 
consecrated via substitution. The halakhot governing this 
subject are discussed in tractate Temura. 


NOTES = —— 
An offering does not take effect - toon xb Dw ap: This 
does not mean that there is no sanctity at all. Rather it 
means that an animal with a permanent blemish cannot 
have inherent sanctity like an animal that will be offered 
on the altar. Rather, it is as though one sanctified an item, 
and its sanctity inheres only in its value. For example, if 
one says that a blemished animal should be set aside as 
a burnt offering, it is sold, its value is used to purchase 
another animal as a burnt offering, and the animal he 
consecrated reverts to its non-sacred status. By contrast, 
an animal substituted for an offering does gain inherent 
sanctity, and even once it has been redeemed, it retains a 
certain degree of sanctity. It may not be used for labor or 
shorn for its wool (see Temura 16b). 
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NOTES 

A Paschal offering on the rest of the days of the year 
is a peace offering - x17 onbw men nim wI nos: 
The proper time for slaughtering the Paschal offering is 
from shortly after midday on the fourteenth of Nisan until 
sunset. After that time, an animal set aside as a Paschal 
offering has the status of a peace offering and is not con- 
sidered to be a Paschal offering at all. Therefore, it is not an 
example of the halakhot of a secondary case being more 
stringent than those of the primary case. 


And its blood shall be sprinkled — pity iat nyy: Rashi 
explains that the derivation is from the conjunction “and,” 
which teaches that the sprinkling of the blood is also 
included in that which preceded it in the verse: “In the 
place where they slaughter the burnt offering” (Leviticus 
7:2). 
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The Gemara answers: A Paschal offering on the rest of the days 
of the year is the same as a peace offering," and the animal is 
no longer considered to be a Paschal offering. Since it is a peace 
offering, all the halakhot of a peace offering apply to it, and the fact 
that it was once designated as a Paschal offering is irrelevant. The 
conclusion of the Gemara is that there are no cases where a second- 
ary status is more stringent than the corresponding primary status. 
Therefore, the derivation from the halakha of a sin offering to the 
halakha of a burnt offering, that the latter should be disqualified if 
it was not slaughtered in the north or ifits blood was not collected 
in the north, remains. 


And if you wish, say there is a different proof that even after the fact 
a burnt offering that was not slaughtered in the north is disqualified. 
The verse states: “And slaughter the sin offering in the place of the 
burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:29). Since the earlier verse (Leviticus 
4:24) already stated: “In the place of the burnt offering,” the repeti- 
tion in this verse stresses that it shall be in its place, meaning that 
the offering is disqualified if it is slaughtered anywhere else. 


§ The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that a guilt offering, 
which is an offering of the most sacred order, requires slaughter in 

the north?" The Gemara answers: As it is written: “In the place 

where they slaughter the burnt offering they shall slaughter the 

guilt offering, and its blood shall be sprinkled around the altar” 
(Leviticus 7:2). Since the burnt offering must be slaughtered in the 

north, the guilt offering must also be slaughtered in the north. 


The Gemara asks: We have found a source that the slaughter must 
be in the north. From where do we derive that the collection of 
the blood must also be in the north? The Gemara answers that the 
second half of the verse states: “And its blood shall be sprinkled’ 
around the altar.” Since the blood must be collected immediately 
after the slaughter and before the sprinkling, just as the slaughter 
must be in the north, so the collection of its blood must also be 
in the north. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the one who 

collects the blood must himself stand in the north? The Gemara 

answers: It is derived from the fact that the verse does not only 
state: “Its blood shall be sprinkled,” but states: “And its blood 

shall be sprinkled” (Leviticus 7:2). The conjunction “and [ve'et]” 
serves to include the one who collects the blood. 


The Gemara asks: We have found a verse teaching that in order 
to perform the mitzva in the optimal manner, the slaughtering of 
the guilt offering is in the north. From where do we derive to 
disqualify after the fact an offering slaughtered elsewhere, not in 
the north? The Gemara answers: Another verse is written, refer- 
ring to a guilt offering, which states: “And he shall slaughter the 
sheep in the place where they slaughter the sin offering and the 
burnt offering, in the place of the Sanctuary; for as the sin offering, 
so is the guilt offering; to the priest, it is most holy” (Leviticus 
14:13). This teaches that all guilt offerings are disqualified if they 
are not slaughtered in the north. 


HALAKHA 


a peace 


Korban Pesah 4:7). 


A Paschal offering on the rest of the days of the year is a 
peace offering - x17 ow WT nia gwa nD: An animal 
that was set aside as a Paschal offering but became too old, or a 
peace offering that was initially a Paschal offering, is considered 
offering. It requires the placing of hands on the head 
of the offering, wine libations to accompany the offering, and 
waving of the breast and thigh (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 


Guilt offering in the north - jia¥2 OWN: A guilt offering must be 

slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard. This is derived 

from the verse: “In the place that they slaughter the burnt offer- 
ing they shall slaughter the guilt offering” (Leviticus 7:2), and 

the fact that the Torah specifies that the burnt offering must 
be slaughtered in the north. If it is slaughtered in the south it 
is disqualified, even after the fact, like all offerings of the most 
sacred order (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 
5:3 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:7). 
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The Gemara asks: But does this verse come to teach this halakha? 
This verse is necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: With 
regard to a matter that was included in a general category but left 
to discuss a new matter, i.e., if a novel aspect or special ruling is 
taught with regard to a specific case within a broader general cate- 
gory, you may not return it to its general category even for other 
matters, and this case is understood to have been entirely removed 
from the general category, until the verse explicitly returns it to 
its general category. 


The Gemara explains: How so? The verse states: “And he shall 
slaughter the sheep in the place where they slaughter the sin 
offering and the burnt offering, in the place of the Sanctuary; for 
as the sin offering, so is the guilt offering; to the priest, it is most 
holy” (Leviticus 14:13). As there is no need for the verse to state: 

“As the sin offering, so is the guilt offering,” since the verse had 
already equated the guilt offering with the sin offering, why does 
the verse state: “As the sin offering, so is the guilt offering”? What 
does it serve to teach? 


Since the guilt offering of a leper left the general category of guilt 
offerings to teach a new matter, as there is a halakha unique to the 
guilt offering of a leper in that blood of the offering is placed on the 
right thumb of the hand and the right big toe of the foot and the 
right ear of the leper, one might have thought that this guilt offering 
does not require placement of blood or the burning of sacrificial 
portions on the altar, as the halakhot of this guilt offering are 
unique. 


To counter this reasoning, the verse states: “As the sin offering, so 

is the guilt offering.” Just as the sin offering requires the place- 
ment of the blood and the burning of sacrificial portions on the 

altar," so too, the guilt offering of a leper requires placement of 
the blood and the burning of sacrificial portions on the altar. 
Similarly, just as the verse had to teach these two halakhot, so too, 
the verse had to state: “And he shall slaughter the sheep in the place 

where they slaughter the sin offering and the burnt offering,” to 

teach that it requires slaughter in the north. It cannot serve as a 

source for the general halakha that a guilt offering slaughtered in a 

place other than in the north is disqualified. 


The Gemara explains: If so, that the optimal manner to perform the 
mitzva is to slaughter a guilt offering in the north but failure to do 
so does not disqualify the offering, let the Torah write the require- 
ment to slaughter in the north in this context, i.e., in the context of 
the guilt offering of a leper, and not write it in that context, i.e., that 
of the standard guilt offering. The requirement for slaughter in the 
north for all other guilt offerings could be derived from the guilt 
offering of the leper. The repetition of the requirement to slaughter 
in the north serves to disqualify a guilt offering whose slaughter is 
not in the north. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well if we hold that with 
regard to a matter that left its category to teach a new matter, 
the following principle applies: That matter itself does not learn 
halakhot from its general category until the Torah explicitly returns 
it to that category, 


Just as the sin offering requires the placement of the blood 
and the burning of sacrificial portions on the altar, etc. - 
pi maya a pry) DAT AY NKYA AN: This is not a 
proper juxtaposition and derivation from a sin offering, because 


NOTES 
if so, the guilt offering of a leper would also require that its blood 
be sprinkled on all four sides of the altar, like a sin offering. Rather 
it returns the guilt offering of a leper to its general category of 
other guilt offerings. 
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NOTES 
Once the verse returned it, it returned it — MITINI 
mp yTAK: In other words, the question is based on 
assumption that the detail which left the general 
egory is not returned to its general category. Once 
Torah returns it explicitly to its general category, that 
blood and sacrificial portions of a leper's guilt offer 


must be placed on the altar like all other guilt offerings, 


as learned on the previous amud, it is clear that 
requirement to slaughter it in the north is also the sa 
as for other guilt offerings. Therefore, the fact that 
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Torah explicitly writes the requirement to slaughter it 


in the north serves only to teach that even after 
fact, if it was not slaughtered in the north, the offer 
is disqualified. 
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but other matters in its general category learn halakhot from it; 
in this case with regard to the halakha of slaughtering a guilt 
offering in the north, it is well. Although some of the halakhot 
of the guilt offering of a leper do not apply to the category of 
guilt offerings in general, it can still serve as the source for the 
halakha that any guilt offering is disqualified if slaughtered not 
in the north. But if we hold that in the case of a matter that 
left its category to teach a new matter, it, the original matter, 
does not learn halakhot from its general category and its gen- 
eral category does not learn halakhot from it, then this verse is 
necessary to teach its own halakha. 


The Gemara answers: Once the verse returned the halakha of 
the guilt offering of a leper to the general category by stating 


“as the sin offering, so is the guilt offering,” it returned it" com- 


pletely. Therefore, when the verse states that it requires slaughter 
in the north of the Temple courtyard, the phrase is not needed 
to teach the halakha about the guilt offering of a leper, and it can 
be used to teach the halakha about guilt offerings in general. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: Say that when 
the verse returned the guilt offering of a leper to the class 
of standard guilt offerings, that is only with regard to place- 
ment ofblood on the altar and burning the sacrificial portions, 
which require priesthood, i.e., only a priest may perform those 
rites. As the verse states: “For as the sin offering, so is the guilt 
offering; to the priest” (Leviticus 14:13). But say that slaughter, 
which does not require priesthood, as even a non-priest may 
slaughter an offering, does not require that it be done in the 
north of the Temple courtyard. 


Ravina answered him: If so, let the verse state: For as the 
sin offering, so is it. What is added by the expanded phrase: “For 
as the sin offering, so is the guilt offering”? It teaches 
that the guilt offering of a leper will be like the rest of the guilt 
offerings. 


§ The Gemara asks: Why do I need to juxtapose the guilt 
offering of a leper to a sin offering to teach the halakha that 
it must be slaughtered in the north, and why do I need to juxta- 
pose it to a burnt offering to teach the same halakha? The verse 
states: “And he shall slaughter the sheep in the place where they 
slaughter the sin offering and the burnt offering, in the place of 
the Sanctuary” (Leviticus 14:13). 


Ravina said: It was necessary to juxtapose the guilt offering to 
both of them, as, if the verse had juxtaposed it only to a sin 
offering but had not juxtaposed it to a burnt offering, I would 
say: From where is the requirement to slaughter a sin offering 
in the north derived? It is from the halakha of a burnt offering, 
as explained on 48a. I would then assume that a matter derived 
via a juxtaposition, i.e., the halakha of a sin offering, which was 
derived via a juxtaposition to the halakha of a burnt offering, 
then teaches that halakha to another case via a juxtaposition. 
But there is a principle that with regard to matters of consecration 
the halakha may not be derived via a juxtaposition from another 
halakha that was itself derived via a juxtaposition. To prevent 
this incorrect assumption, the verse had to specifically teach 
the juxtaposition to a burnt offering. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: But let the verse 
juxtapose the guilt offering of a leper only to a burnt offering 
and not juxtapose it to a sin offering. The juxtaposition to a sin 
offering appears superfluous. 
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Ravina answered: If that had been so, I would still say that a matter 
derived via a juxtaposition then teaches its halakha via a juxtaposi- 
tion. And if you would say that if that were to be so, let the verse jux- 
tapose the guilt offering of a leper only to a sin offering, one could 
answer that it is preferable for the Torah that it juxtaposes the guilt 
offering to the primary offering about which it states that it must be 
slaughtered in the north, i.e., the burnt offering, and not juxtapose it 
to the secondary offering, the sin offering. For this reason, i.e., to 
prevent the incorrect assumption that a matter derived via a juxtaposi- 
tion then teaches its halakha via a juxtaposition, the verse juxtaposed 
it to a sin offering and also juxtaposed it to a burnt offering, to say 
that a matter derived via a juxtaposition does not then teach its 
halakha via a juxtaposition. 


Rava says: The principle that a matter derived via a juxtaposition can- 
not then teach its halakha via a juxtaposition is derived from here, as 
it is written with regard to the sin offering brought by the High Priest: 


“And the two kidneys, and the fat that is upon them, which is by the loins, 


and the diaphragm with the liver, which he shall take away by the kid- 
neys. As it is taken off from the ox of the sacrifice of peace offerings; 
and the priest shall make them smoke upon the altar of burnt offering” 
(Leviticus 4:9-10). One can ask: For what halakha is this offering 
juxtaposed to that of a peace offering? If it is to teach that the priest 
must sacrifice the diaphragm with the liver and the two kidneys from 
the offering, that is written with regard to the offering itself, in the 
previous verse. This does not need to be derived via a juxtaposition. 


It is written due to the fact that the verse wants to teach the halakha of 
the diaphragm with the liver and the two kidneys, deriving it from 
the halakha of the offering of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, 
then teaching it to apply it to the halakha of the goats brought as sin 
offerings for communal idol worship. It is not written explicitly in the 
passage discussing the bull for an unwitting communal sin itself, and 
it is derived from the halakha of the bull for an unwitting sin of an 
anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest. The offering for an unwitting 
communal sin is juxtaposed to the sin offering brought by the High 
Priest in the verse: “So shall he do with the bull; as he did with the 
bull of the sin offering, so shall he do with this” (Leviticus 4:20). 


For this reason it was necessary for the verse to state: “As it is taken 
off from the ox” (Leviticus 4:10), so that it is as though it wrote explic- 
itly in the passage discussing the bull for an unwitting communal sin 
itself. One of the hermeneutical principles applied to understanding 
verses in the Torah is: If the halakha stated is not required for the matter 
in which it is written, apply it to another matter. When this principle is 
employed, the halakha written in one context is viewed as if it were 
written elsewhere. In this case, as it was not necessary for the verse to 
write the juxtaposition to a peace offering in the context of the sin 
offering brought by the High Priest, it is applied to the case of the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin. And therefore it will not be a case ofa 
matter derived via a juxtaposition that then teaches its halakha via 
a juxtaposition. 


Rav Pappa said to Rava: But why not let the Torah write explicitly in 
the passage discussing the bull for an unwitting communal sin itself 
that the diaphragm with the liver and two kidneys must be removed 
from the ox, and not juxtapose it to a peace offering in this convoluted 
manner? 


Rava answered: If the Torah had written it in that passage itself, and 
not juxtaposed it, I would say that in general a matter derived via a 
juxtaposition then teaches via a juxtaposition, as one would not 
have this instance to serve as a counterexample to that principle. And 
if you would say: If so, why not simply juxtapose the case of the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin to the case of the bull of the anointed 
priest, I would answer: It is preferable for the verse that it writes it in 
the passage itself rather than to juxtapose it alone. It is for this reason 
that it wrote it and juxtaposed it, to say that a matter derived via a 
juxtaposition cannot then teach its halakha via a juxtaposition. 
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BACKGROUND 

Leprosy of garments - wna nya: By Torah law, if bright 
red or green marks appear on clothing, the garment must 
be brought to a priest to determine whether or not the 
marks indicate leprosy of garments (see Leviticus 13:47- 
59). The affected garment is then put aside for a week, 
after which it is reexamined by the priest. If the marks 
have spread, the clothing is immediately declared ritually 
impure by the priest and burned. If the marks have not 
spread, the clothing is laundered and then put aside for 
another week, after which the priest reexamines it. If the 
marks have disappeared or become darker, the garment 
is laundered and immersed in a ritual bath, after which it 
is considered ritually pure. Otherwise, the affected part, 
and sometimes the entire garment, must be burned. A 
leprous garment may not be used, and it renders people 
and items that come in contact with it ritually impure, 
in the same way as a leprous person does. The halakhot 
of leprosy of clothing apply only to leather, wool, and 
linen garments. 


Karahat and gabbahat - nnay nmp: The loss of half 
the hair on one's head is a symptom of a particular type 
of leprosy of the skin. Loss of hair in the front half of the 
head is called gabbahat; loss of hair in the back half of the 
head is called karahat (Leviticus 13:40-44). The halfway 
mark of the head is considered a line from one ear to the 
other. A man who has lost half his hair this way and who 
subsequently finds white discoloration in one of these 
areas is treated as having leprosy of the skin, and is sent 
to a priest. The person is checked for healthy skin within 
the white area [mihya] which indicates leprosy, and later 
spread of the white spot [pisyon]. Subsequent treatment 
of the individual follows the standard procedures for 
leprosy found elsewhere on the body. 


NOTES 


Should not state the requirement for slaughter in the 
north with regard to a guilt offering — misy vax’ x 
awya: The underlying assumption of the Gemara in this 
discussion is that there is not a single superfluous word 
in the Torah. Any matter which can be derived through 
interpretation of a verse does not need to be written 
separately. Accordingly, although the requirement to 
slaughter a guilt offering in the north is not written 
explicitly but is derived from its juxtaposition to a burnt 
offering and a sin offering, the juxtaposition is explici 
“In the place that he slaughters the sin offering and the 
burnt offering” (Leviticus 14:13). The Gemara assumes that 
if it were possible to derive this matter without writing 
it explicitly in the juxtaposition, it would not have been 
written in the Torah (see Hok Natan). 
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§ Before beginning a lengthy discussion concerning derivations 
via compounded methodologies of the hermeneutical principles, 
the Gemara presents a mnemonic for its forthcoming discussion: 
Juxtaposition, verbal analogy, an a fortiori inference. 


The principle that a matter derived via a juxtaposition cannot 
then teach its halakha via a juxtaposition is indicated either from 
the proof of Rava or from the proof of Ravina, both cited earlier. 
The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to whether a 
matter derived via a juxtaposition can then teach its halakha to 
another matter via a verbal analogy? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: Rabbi 
Natan ben Avtolemos says: From where is it derived that ifleprosy 
of garments’ spreads throughout an entire garment that it is pure? 
It is derived via a verbal analogy: A bareness within [karahat] 
and a bareness without [gabbahat]® are stated with regard to 
leprosy of garments: “And the priest shall look, after that the mark 
is washed; and behold, if the mark has not changed its color, and 
the mark has not spread, it is impure; you shall burn it in the fire; it 
is a fret, whether the bareness be within or without” (Leviticus 
13:55); anda bald head [karahat] and a bald forehead [ gabbahat] 
are stated with regard to leprosy ofa person: “But if there be in the 
bald head, or the bald forehead, a reddish-white plague, it is leprosy 
breaking out in his bald head, or his bald forehead” (Leviticus 13:42). 


Just as there, with regard to a person, if the leprosy spread through- 

out him entirely he is pure, as the verse states: “Then the priest shall 
look; and behold, if the leprosy has covered all of his flesh, he shall 
pronounce the one who has the mark pure; it is all turned white: 
He is pure” (Leviticus 13:13), so too here with regard to garments, 
if the leprosy spread throughout the entire garment it is pure. 


The Gemara continues its proof: But there, with regard to the head, 
which serves as the source for this verbal analogy, from where do 
we derive that if the leprosy spreads throughout the head he is pure? 
As it is written: “And if the leprosy breaks out on the skin, and the 
leprosy covers all the skin of the one who has the mark, from his 
head to his feet, as far as it appears to the priest” (Leviticus 13:12). 
And the verse thereby juxtaposes leprosy on his head to leprosy on 
his foot, teaching the following halakha: Just as there, with regard 
to leprosy of the body and foot, if its entirety turned white, and it 
spread all over him, he is pure, so too here, in the case of leprosy 
of the head, if its entirety turned white and it spread over all his 
head, he is pure. Evidently, a matter derived via a juxtaposition can 
then teach its halakha to another matter via a verbal analogy. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: This cannot serve as a proof with regard to 
the halakhot of consecrated matters. With regard to the entire 
Torah, one derives a halakha derived via a verbal analogy from 
a halakha derived via a juxtaposition, apart from with regard to 
consecrated matters, where one does not derive a halakha derived 
via a verbal analogy from a halakha derived via a juxtaposition. 


Rabbi Yohanan explains: As ifit were to be so that one could derive 
a halakha in this manner even concerning consecrated matters, the 
verse should not state the requirement for slaughter in the north 
with regard to a guilt offering," as stated from the explicit juxtapo- 
sition of a burnt offering and a sin offering, and instead derive it 
through a verbal analogy. The verse describes a guilt offering 
as an offering of the most sacred order (see Leviticus 7:1), and 
its halakha can be derived via a verbal analogy from that of a sin 
offering, which is described in the same manner (see Leviticus 
6:18). 


Rabbi Yohanan continues: Is this not to say, at least with regard to 
consecrated matters, that a matter derived via a juxtaposition 
cannot then teach its halakha to another matter via a verbal 
analogy? 
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The Gemara rejects Rabbi Yohanan’s proof: But perhaps the require- 
ment to slaughter a guilt offering in the north must be written explic- 
itly because the verbal analogy can be refuted as follows: What is 
notable about a sin offering? It is notable in that it atones for those 
sins liable for punishment by karet, which is not so with regard to a 
guilt offering. 


The Gemara rejects this claim: There are additional descriptions of 
a guilt offering and a sin offering as offerings of the most sacred 
order written in the verses: “This shall be yours of the most sacred 
items, reserved from the fire: Every offering of theirs, every meal 
offering of theirs, and every sin offering of theirs, and every guilt 
offering of theirs, which they may offer to Me, shall be most holy for 
you and for your sons” (Numbers 18:9). A verbal analogy derived 
from extra phrases in the verse cannot be refuted with a logical claim. 
Therefore, Rabbi Yohanan’s claim stands, and, at least with regard to 
consecrated matters, a matter derived via a juxtaposition cannot then 
teach its halakha to another matter via a verbal analogy. 


The Gemara states: That a matter derived via a juxtaposition then 
teaches its halakha via an a fortiori inference® 


is apparent from that which the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught, 
discussed in the previous chapter (41a). 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter derived 
via a juxtaposition can teach its halakha in another context via a 
paradigm? Rabbi Yirmeya says: It must be that it cannot, as, if it 
could, let the Torah not write the requirement to slaughter an offer- 
ing in the north of the Temple courtyard with regard to a guilt 
offering (see Leviticus 14:13), and one can derive it via a paradigm 
from the halakha of a sin offering, since they are both offerings of 
the most sacred order. For what halakha did the verse write it with 
regard to a guilt offering as well? Is this not to say that a matter 
derived via a juxtaposition cannot then teach its halakha in another 
context via a paradigm? 


The Gemara questions this proof: But according to your reasoning, 
why not derive the halakha that a guilt offering must be slaughtered 
in the north from the halakha of a burnt offering, via a paradigm? 
What is the reason that this halakha is not derived from there? It 
must be because it can be refuted" with the following claim: What 
is notable about a burnt offering? It is notable in that the Torah 
teaches that it is entirely burned on the altar, which is not so with 
regard to a guilt offering. The Gemara now states its objection: In that 
case, the derivation from a sin offering via a paradigm can also be 
refuted: What is notable about a sin offering? It is notable in that 
it atones for those sins liable for punishment by karet, which is not 
so with regard to a guilt offering. If so, there is no proof from here. 


The Gemara suggests an alternative paradigm: Although the require- 
ment to slaughter one of these three offerings, i.e., a burnt offering, 
sin offering, or guilt offering, in the north cannot be derived from 
any one of the others, one can derive the halakha concerning one of 
them from the other two. 


The Gemara clarifies: From which two could one derive the third? 
Let the Merciful One not write the requirement to slaughter the 
offering in the north with regard to a burnt offering, and derive this 
halakha from the halakhot of a sin offering and a guilt offering. The 
Gemara refutes this derivation: What is notable about these two 
offerings? They are notable in that they atone for transgressions, 
whereas a burnt offering does not atone for any sin. 


BACKGROUND 
An a fortiori inference - sim dp: One of the 
fundamental principles of rabbinic exegesis, the 
a fortiori inference appears in all of the standard 
lists of hermeneutical principles. It is a principle 
of logical argumentation where a comparison is 
drawn between two cases, one more lenient and 
the other more stringent. The a fortiori inference 
asserts that if the halakha is stringent in a case 


where the ruling is usua 
more so will it be stringen 
likewise, if the halakha is 


ly lenient, then all the 
tin a more severe case; 
enient in a case where 


the ruling is not usually lenient, then it will cer- 
tainly be lenient in a less stringent case. A fortiori 
argumentation appears in the Bible, and the Sages 
compiled lists of verses in which a fortiori infer- 
ences appear. For example: “If you have run with 
the foot soldiers, and they have wearied you, how 
can you contend with horses?” Jeremiah 12:5). 


NOTES 


Because it can be refuted, etc. — send RDN 
"131: Only those principles based on logic, i.e., a 
paradigm and an a fortiori inference, can be 
refuted by logic. Juxtaposition is not based on 
logic or comparison, but is a Torah edict equating 
the halakha of two matters, and therefore it cannot 
be refuted. 
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HALAKHA 

A thanks offering can come from the second 
tithe — Wy pa Kaw TIN: If one specified in his 
vow that he wished to use the money with which 
he redeemed his second tithe to purchase a thanks 
offering, he may do as he had vowed, in accor- 
dance with the mishna in Menahot 81b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:17). 


A peace offering can come from the second 
tithe - Wyn nt Dyw: One may purchase an 
animal for a peace offering with money from the 
redemption of the second tithe, because peace 
offerings may be eaten by non-priests (Rambam 
Sefer Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:12). 
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The Gemara suggests: Let the Merciful One not write the require- 
ment to slaughter an offering in the north with regard to a sin 
offering, and derive this halakha from the halakhot of these others, 
the burnt offering and the guilt offering. The Gemara refutes this 
derivation: What is notable about these two offerings? They are 
notable in that they are brought only from male animals, whereas 
an individual’s sin offering is a female animal. 


The Gemara suggests: Let the Merciful One not write the require- 
ment to slaughter an offering in the north with regard to a guilt 
offering, and derive this halakha from the halakhot of these other 
two. The Gemara refutes this derivation: What is notable about 
these two offerings? They are notable in that they are brought by 
a community just as they are brought by an individual, whereas 
a guilt offering can be brought only by an individual. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of hermeneutical principles. 
What is the halakha as to whether a matter derived via a verbal 
analogy can teach its halakha to another matter via a juxtaposi- 
tion? Rav Pappa says: The verse states: “And this is the law of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings, which one may offer to the Lord. If 
he sacrifices it for a thanks offering, then he shall offer with the 
thanks offering unleavened cakes mingled with oil, and unleavened 
wafers spread with oil, and cakes mingled with oil, of fine flour 
soaked” (Leviticus 7:11-12). From this juxtaposition we have 
learned that the money to purchase a thanks offering can come 
from money used to redeem the second tithe," since we find that 
the money to purchase a peace offering can come from money 
used to redeem the second tithe." 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the money to 
purchase peace offerings themselves can come from money used 
to redeem the second tithe? As it is written with regard to peace 
offerings: “And you shall sacrifice peace offerings and shall eat there” 
(Deuteronomy 27:7). And it is written with regard to second tithe: 


“And you shall eat before the Lord your God, in the place which He 


shall choose to cause His name to dwell there” (Deuteronomy 
14:23). The usage of the term “there” in both passages serves as a 
verbal analogy, and demonstrates that a halakha derived via a verbal 
analogy, that of a peace offering, can then teach a halakha via its 
juxtaposition to a thanks offering. 


Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, said to Ravina: This is not a proof, 
because the tithe of grain, including the second tithe, is merely 
non-sacred. Therefore, it cannot be used to prove that in the realm 
of consecrated matters a halakha derived via a verbal analogy can 
teach a halakha via a juxtaposition. 


Ravina said to him: Does the one who said that in the realm of 
consecrated matters a halakha derived via one of the hermeneutical 
principles cannot teach via another of those principles say this" only 
when the halakha that is derived is in the realm of consecrated 
matters and the halakha that teaches is in the realm of consecrated 
matters as well? He holds that even if that which is derived is in 
the realm of consecrated matters it cannot teach its halakha via one 
of the hermeneutical principles. Therefore, since peace offerings 
are in the realm of consecrated matters, the halakha derived from 
the juxtaposition of thanks offerings to peace offerings serves as 
a source that a matter derived via a verbal analogy can teach its 
halakha to another matter via a juxtaposition. 


Said, say this — AYI% Wax: The commentary of Rashi as printed in 
the standard version of the Talmud does not explain this obscure 
phrasing. The Shita Mekubbetzet cites a different version of Rashi’s 


NOTES 


words, this anonymous Sage said it. The Rashbam had a different 
version of the text which read: Did you really say this? Rabbeinu Tam 
had a version of the text which read: Ami said this. 


commentary, which explains: The one who said it said it. In other 
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§ The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via a verbal analogy can teach its halakha to another mat- 
ter via another verbal analogy? Rami bar Hama says: It is taught 
in a baraita with regard to the types of bread that accompany a 
thanks offering: “If he sacrifices it for a thanks offering, then he 
shall sacrifice with the thanks offering unleavened loaves mingled 
with oil, and unleavened wafers spread with oil, and loaves mingled 
with oil, of fine flour cooked with oil” (Leviticus 7:12). We have 
derived from here that the poached breads"® accompanying the 
thanks offering come from fine flour. 


The baraita continues: From where is it derived that the loaves 
accompanying a thanks offering are also prepared with fine flour? 
The verse states: “Loaves mingled with oil, of fine flour cooked 
with oil” (Leviticus 7:12), and it also states in the same verse: 


“Unleavened loaves mingled with oil.” From where is it derived 


that the unleavened wafers accompanying a thanks offering are 
also prepared with fine flour? The verse states: “Unleavened 
cakes mingled with oil” (Leviticus 7:12), and the verse also states: 


“Unleavened wafers spread with oil.” The baraita derives via a 


verbal analogy that the unleavened loaves mingled with oil are 
prepared with fine flour, and then teaches the halakha concerning 
unleavened wafers using a verbal analogy from the halakha of 
unleavened loaves. 


Ravina said to Rami bar Hama: From where do you know that 
the tanna of the baraita learns the verbal analogy of “unleavened” 
and “unleavened” from loaves of the thanks offering? Perhaps 
the tanna learns the verbal analogy from the word “unleavened” 
stated with regard to meal offerings baked in an oven, about which 
the verse states explicitly that they are prepared with fine flour: 


“And when you bring a meal offering baked in the oven, it shall be 


unleavened cakes of fine flour mingled with oil, or unleavened 
wafers spread with oil” (Leviticus 2:4). If so, there is no source 
that a halakha derived via a verbal analogy can teach a halakha via 
a verbal analogy. 


Rather, Rava says that the source is from a different baraita, as it 
is taught in a baraita with regard to the bull offering of a High 
Priest: “And the skin of the bull and all its flesh, with its head and 
with its legs, and its innards, and its dung, the whole bull shall he 
carry out of the camp to a pure place, where the ashes are poured 
out, and burn it on wood with fire” (Leviticus 4:11-12). This teaches 
that he brings the offering out whole. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that he should 
burn it whole as well. It is stated here: “Its head and its legs,” 
and it is stated there, with regard to a burnt offering: “And he 

shall cut it into its pieces; and the priest shall lay them, with its head 

and its fats, in order on the wood that is on the fire which is upon 

the altar. But the innards and the legs shall he wash with water” 
(Leviticus 1:12-13). Just as there, the burnt offering is burned by 

means of cutting the offering into pieces, as explicitly stated in the 

verse, so too here, it is burned by means of cutting" the offering 

into pieces. 


The Gemara clarifies: If these are compared, one could say that 
just as there, the burnt offering is prepared for being burned by 
first flaying it, so too here, the bull offering of a High Priest should 
also be prepared for being burned by first flaying it. To counter 
this reasoning, the verse states: “And its innards and its dung’ 
(Leviticus 4:11). The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation? 
How do these words teach that there is no requirement to flay 
the animal? Rav Pappa says: Just as the dung remains inside the 
animal" when the animal is burned, so the animal's flesh remains 
inside its skin. In any event, the halakha that the bull offering of 
a High Priest is cut into pieces before it is burned is derived via a 
verbal analogy. 


9 


HALAKHA 

We have derived from here that the poached breads, 
etc. - 151 apab ard: All meal offerings were made 
from fine wheat flour, apart from the meal offering 
brought by a woman suspected by her husband of hav- 
ing been unfaithful and the omer offering, which are 
made from barley (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:2). 


By means of cutting — mim» by: With regard to sin 
offerings that are burned, after removing those sacrificial 
portions that will be offered on the altar, the animal is 
taken outside of the Temple and dissected in the same 
way that the burnt offering is dissected, with its skin. They 
are burned there in the place of the ashes, in accordance 
with the opinion of the tanna of the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:2, and see 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


BACKGROUND 


Loaves of a thanks offering - nying nbn: Four types 
of bread are brought with a thanks offering, three of 
which are types of unleavened bread, namely, wafers, 
loaves, and poached breads. The fourth type consists of 
loaves of leavened bread. 


NOTES 
It is stated here, its head and its legs — wx x3 “Va 
Yy: The correct version of this text should be: Head and 
legs, since the Torah does not actually use identical words 
in both places, but does mention the head and the legs 
in both places (see Rashi). 


Just as the dung remains inside the animal - nwa 
jaya wrsw: Rashi explains that it is inconceivable that 
the dung should be removed from the animal before it 
is burned, because that is disgusting and not appropri- 
ate for a sacrificial rite. Therefore, it must remain within 
the animal. Then the juxtaposition teaches that the flesh 
should also remain within the skin of the animal. 
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Rava continues: And it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: It is stated here, with regard to the bull and goat offered 
by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, the terms skin, flesh, and dung, 
in the verse: “And the bull of the sin offering, and the goat of the 
sin offering, whose blood was brought in to make atonement in the 
Sanctuary, shall be carried out of the camp; and they shall burn in 
the fire their skin, and their flesh, and their dung” (Leviticus 16:27). 


And it is stated below, with regard to the bull sin offerings that are 
burned, the terms skin, flesh, and dung, in the verse: “But the skin of 
the bull, and all its flesh, with its head, and with its legs, and its innards, 
and its dung” (Leviticus 4:11). Just as below it is prepared for burning 
by means of cutting it into pieces but not by means of flaying, as 
derived by the verbal analogy, so too here it is prepared for burning 
by means of cutting it into pieces but not by means of flaying. Evi- 
dently, a halakha derived via a verbal analogy can then teach another 
halakha via a verbal analogy. 


§ The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via a verbal analogy can teach its halakha to another matter 
via an a fortiori inference? The Gemara answers: That question itself 
can be answered with an a fortiori inference: And just as a matter 
derived via a juxtaposition, which cannot then teach its halakha 
via a juxtaposition, as proven either from the statement of Rava 
or from the statement of Ravina (49b), can nevertheless teach its 
halakha via an a fortiori inference, as proven from the statement that 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught (soa), with regard to a matter 
derived via a verbal analogy, which can teach its halakha via a juxta- 
position, as proven from the statement of Rav Pappa (soa), is it not 
logical that it should teach its halakha via an a fortiori inference? 


The Gemara clarifies: This works out well according to the one 
who accepts the statement of Rav Pappa. But according to the 
one who does not accept the statement of Rav Pappa, i.e., Mar Zutra, 
son of Rav Mari, what is there to say? 


Rather, this can be derived through a different a fortiori inference: 
And just as a matter derived via a juxtaposition, which cannot then 
teach its halakha via a juxtaposition, as proven either from the state- 
ment of Rava or from the statement of Ravina (49b), can neverthe- 
less teach its halakha via an a fortiori inference, as proven from the 
statement that the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught (soa), with 
regard to a matter derived via a verbal analogy, which can teach its 
halakha via another verbal analogy, as proven from the statement 
of Rami bar Hama (50a), is it not logical that it should teach its 
halakha via an a fortiori inference? 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter derived 
via a verbal analogy can teach its halakha to another matter via a 
paradigm? The question shall stand unresolved. 


§ The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via an a fortiori inference can teach its halakha to another 
matter via a juxtaposition? The Gemara answers that this itself can 
be derived via an a fortiori inference: And just as a halakha derived 
via a verbal analogy, which cannot be derived from another halakha 
derived via a juxtaposition, as proven from the statement of Rabbi 
Yohanan (49b), can nevertheless teach its halakha to another matter 
via a juxtaposition, as proven from the statement of Rav Pappa (soa), 
with regard to a halakha derived via an a fortiori inference, which 
can be derived from another halakha derived via a juxtaposition, 
as proven from the statement that the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught (soa), is it not logical that it should teach its halakha via a 
juxtaposition? 
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The Gemara clarifies: This works out well according to the one 
who accepts the statement of Rav Pappa. But according to 
the one who does not accept the statement of Rav Pappa, i.e., 
Mar Zutra, son of Rav Mari, what is there to say? The Gemara 
comments: The question shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via an a fortiori inference can teach its halakha to 
another matter via a verbal analogy? The Gemara answers that 
this itself can be derived via an a fortiori inference. And just as a 
halakha derived via a verbal analogy, which cannot be derived 
from another halakha derived via a juxtaposition, as proven from 
the statement of Rabbi Yohanan (49b), can nevertheless teach 
its halakha to another matter via a verbal analogy, as proven 
from the statement of Rami bar Hama (soa), with regard to a 
halakha derived via an a fortiori inference, which can be derived 
from another halakha derived via a juxtaposition, as proven 
from the statement that the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught 
(soa), isit not logical that it should teach its halakha via a verbal 
analogy? 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via an a fortiori inference can teach its halakha to another 
matter via an a fortiori inference? The Gemara answers that this 
itself can be derived via an a fortiori inference. And just as a 
halakha derived via a verbal analogy, which cannot be derived 
from another halakha derived via a juxtaposition, as proven from 
the statement of Rabbi Yohanan (49b), can nevertheless teach 
its halakha to another matter via an a fortiori inference, as we 
have said," with regard to a halakha derived via an a fortiori infer- 
ence, which can be derived from another halakha derived via a 
juxtaposition, as proven from the statement that the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught (soa), is it not logical that it should teach 
its halakha via an a fortiori inference? 


The Gemara comments: And this is an a fortiori inference that is 
the son of, i.e., is derived from, another a fortiori inference. The 
Gemara challenges this last statement: It is not the son of an 
a fortiori inference, but the grandson of an a fortiori inference," 
which cannot be used. The very fact that a matter derived via a 
verbal analogy can then teach its halakha via an a fortiori inference 
is itself derived from an a fortiori inference, as the Gemara stated. 


Rather, the halakha as to whether a matter derived via an a fortiori 
inference can teach its halakha to another matter via an a fortiori 
inference can be derived via another a fortiori inference. And 
just as a matter derived via a juxtaposition, which cannot be 
derived via a juxtaposition, as proven either from the statement 
of Rava or from the statement of Ravina (49b), can nevertheless 
teach its halakha via an a fortiori inference, as proven from the 
statement that the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught (soa), with 
regard to a halakha derived via an a fortiori inference, which can 
be derived from another halakha derived via a juxtaposition, as 
proven from the statement that the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught (soa), is it not logical that it should teach its halakha via 
an a fortiori inference? The Gemara comments: And this is an 
a fortiori inference that is the son of another a fortiori inference. 


NOTES 


Teach via an a fortiori inference, as we have said — Spa aaa 
[Vax Wainy: The Shita Mekubbetzet writes that the correct ver- 
sion of the text here should read: Teach through an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the statement of the cultivated garden. He explains 
that the term cultivated garden is a reference to the study hall. 
In other words, this statement was not made by an individual 
Sage, but was the conclusion of the general discussion in the 
study hall. 


Grandson of an a fortiori inference - anim bp by faa ya: Rashi 
explains that since there is a chain of a fortiori inferences, per- 
haps it cannot be utilized to teach a halakha. Tosafot reject this 
explanation, explaining they know of no reason why a chain of 
inferences should be less able to teach a halakha than a single 
inference. They explain that it is circular reasoning to prove that 
a matter derived though an a fortiori inference can teach another 
matter through an a fortiori inference by using two a fortiori 
inferences to do so. 
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NOTES 


Pinched and it was found to be a tereifa - nx¥1an pon 
mw: There are two ways of killing a bird such that it 
remains ritually pure. A non-sacred bird is slaughtered 
with a knife, and offerings are pinched from the nape of 
the neck. A bird that dies in any other way is a carcass 
[neveila]. A bird that is a neveila is different from an 
animal that is a neveila in that it does not impart ritual 
impurity to a person through contact, but only if he 
eats it. Once it reaches his throat, the person becomes 
impure. The Sages disagreed with regard to the sta- 
tus of a bird that was either slaughtered or pinched 
in the correct way but then is found to have been a 
tereifa. The slaughter or pinching in such a case is not 
sufficient to render the bird permitted to be eaten. 
The dispute is whether the slaughter or pinching is 
sufficient to remove the bird from the category of a 
neveila, just as slaughter does for an animal (see Hullin 
128b). As explained in a mishna (Jeharot 1:1), there are 
three opinions. Rabbi Meir holds that either slaughter 
or pinching removes the bird from the category of 
neveila. Rabbi Yehuda holds that neither slaughter nor 
pinching removes the bird from the category of neveila. 
Rabbi Yosei holds that slaughter does remove it from 
the category of neveila but pinching does not. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via an a fortiori inference can teach its halakha to 

another matter via a paradigm? Rabbi Yirmeya says: Come and 

hear a proof from a mishna (69a-b): Ifa priest pinched the nape 

of a bird offering properly and it was then found to be a bird 

with a wound that would have caused it to die within twelve 

months [tereifa]," which disqualifies it from being used as an 

offering and renders it prohibited for consumption by the priests, 
Rabbi Meir says: An olive-bulk of its meat does not render one 

who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat, as is 

the halakha concerning a bird carcass, as the fact that it under- 
went pinching means that it is not in the category of a carcass. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Its status is like that of any other carcass of 
a kosher bird, and its meat renders one who swallows it ritually 
impure when it is in the throat. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Meir said: My opinion can be 
proved via an a fortiori inference. And just as with regard to the 
carcass of an animal, which transmits impurity to a person 
through touching it and carrying it, its slaughter nevertheless 
purifies its tereifa from its impurity, with regard to the carcass 
of a bird, which possesses less severe impurity, as it does not 
transmit impurity through touching it and carrying it, but 
only when it is in the throat, is it not logical that its slaughter 
purifies its tereifa from its impurity? And once it is established 
that slaughter purifies a bird that is a tereifa, it can be derived: 
Just as we found with regard to a bird’s slaughter that it permits 
it for consumption 


and it purifies its tereifa from its impurity, so too its pinch- 
ing, which permits bird offerings with regard to consumption, 
should purify its tereifa from its impurity. 


Rabbi Yosei says: Although one can derive from the case of 
an animal that slaughter purifies the tereifa of a bird from its 
impurity, that derivation cannot be extended to pinching. The 
same restriction that applies to every a fortiori inference, namely, 
that a halakha derived by means of an a fortiori inference is no 
more stringent than the source from which it is derived, applies 
here: It is sufficient for the halakhic status of the carcass of a 
bird that is a tereifa to be like that of the carcass of an animal 
of a kosher species that is a tereifa; i.e., that only its slaughter 
purifies it, but not its pinching." 


HALAKHA 


Its slaughter purifies it but not its pinching - ANaqen AnD nw 
ang’ xn: A bird of a kosher species which became a tereifa and 
was then slaughtered with a valid slaughter is thereby removed 
from becoming impure as a bird carcass. This is the halakha even 


nape pinched, the pinching does not render it pure. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:3). 


if it was slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. If this bird had its 
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JOON point there," i.e., one cannot learn from it, as that is a case that comes 
=" from the slaughter of non-sacred animals. The halakha of the 
pinching of a consecrated bird is derived through a paradigm from 


version of the text. It seems that he divides this sentence 


into two: There, i.e., from there the matter can be derived. 
The Gemara means that the main derivation is in fact from 


the halakha of the slaughter of a non-sacred bird, and the halakha | a juxtaposition, as explained later (62b). Furthermore: Let it 
of the slaughter of a non-sacred bird is derived through an a fortiori remain [tehevei], as it is derived from the slaughter of non- 
inference from the halakha of the slaughter of a non-sacred animal. | sacred animals. In other words, even if this were to be a 


Outside of the realm of consecrated matters there is no question 
that a matter derived via one of the hermeneutical principles can 
then teach its halakha via another principle. The entire question 


proof, it would not answer the Gemara’s question, since it is 
not in the realm of consecrated matters. See Josafot, whose 
version of the text reads: They are both learned [tarvaihu] 
from the slaughter of non-sacred animals. In other words, 


under discussion is only with regard to the realm of consecrated in this case, both of the matters that are learned are learned 
matters.® 


A matter derived - 17 31: Can a matter derived through a 
hermeneutical principle then teach through a hermeneutical 


principle? See table below. 


from non-sacred matters. The slaughter of the bird is learned 
from the slaughter of a non-sacred animal, and the pinching 
of the nape of the neck of a bird is learned from the slaughter 
of a non-sacred bird. 


Derived via a juxtaposition; 
teach via a juxtaposition 


Derived via a juxtaposition; 
teach via a verbal analogy 


Derived via a juxtaposition; 
each via an a fortiori inference 


= 


Derived via a juxtaposition; 
teach via a paradigm 


Derived via a verbal analogy; 
teach via a juxtaposition 


Derived via a verbal analogy; 
teach via a verbal analogy 


Derived via a verbal analogy; 
teach via an a fortiori inference 


Derived via a verbal analogy; 
teach via a paradigm 


Derived via an a fortiori inference; 
teach via a juxtaposition 


Derived via an a fortiori inference; 
teach via a verbal analogy 


Derived via an a fortiori inference; 
teach via an a fortiori inference 


Derived via an a fortiori inference; 
teach via a paradigm 


Derived via a paradigm; 
teach via a juxtaposition 
Derived via a paradigm; 
teach via a verbal analogy 
Derived via a paradigm; 
teach via an a fortiori inference 


Derived via a paradigm; 
teach via a paradigm 


No 


No 


Yes 


Unresolved 


Unresolved 


Yes 


Yes 


Unresolved 


Unresolved 


Yes 


Yes 


Unreso! 


Unresol 


Unresol 


Unresol 


Yes 


ved 


ved 


ved 


ved 


Statement of Rava or Ravina (49b) 


Statement of Rabbi Yohanan (49b) 


School of Rabbi Yishmael (50a) 


Rabbi Yirmeya's claim that 
it may not teach is rejected (50a) 


Statement of Rav Pappa (50a) 


Statement of Rami bar Hama or Rava (50a) 
An a fortiori inference based on the fact that 
a verbal analogy teaches via juxtaposition, 
according to Rav Pappa, or an a fortiori inference 
based on the fact that a verbal analogy 
teaches via another verbal analogy (50b) 


50b 


An a fortiori inference based on the fact that a 
verbal analogy teaches via a juxtaposition (50b) 


An a fortiori inference based on the fact that a 
verbal analogy teaches via a verbal analogy (50b) 


An a fortiori inference based on the fact that a 
juxtaposition teaches via an a fortiori inference (50b) 


51a 


51a 


51a 


51a 


51a 


If the halakha is derived from two juxtapositions it is as if it is 
written explicitly, and may teach via another juxtaposition (41a) 


Some hold the conclusion remains uncertain (Tosafot on 63b) 


Tosafot bring proof that it can teach 


This depends on whether the conclusion is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Pappa that a matter derived 
via a verbal analogy may teach via a juxtaposition 


Rashi apparently holds that according to Rav Pappa 
this can be done; others explain that even Rav Pappa 
concedes that this cannot be done (Shita Mekubbetzet) 


Some hold that this case is resolved and this can be done 
(Tzon Kedoshim), but Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz disagrees 


According to Rashi this remains unresolved 
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NOTES 


Left overnight, etc. — ^3) t:The Torah states: “Command Aaron 
and his sons, saying: This is the law of the burnt offering: It is that 
which goes up on its firewood upon the altar all night until the 
morning; and the fire of the altar shall be kept burning thereby” 
(Leviticus 6:2). The Sages derived from the phrase “law of the 
burnt offering,” which is an amplification, that any offering that 
ascends to the altar does not descend from it. This includes 
offerings that were disqualified from the outset. Rabbi Yehuda 
derives from three restrictions in the verse that there are three 
categories that do descend again, even if they ascended to 
the altar: An offering that was slaughtered at night, an offering 
whose blood was spilled, and an offering whose blood has been 
taken outside the Temple courtyard. The baraita here is based 
on the disqualified offerings listed in the mishna (84a). Even 
according to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, if these disqualified offer- 
ings ascend to the altar they do not descend from it. The Gemara 
explains the source that they are included in this amplification. 


BACKGROUND 
Sacrificial portions — pwy: This term is a reference to the 
portions of sin offerings, guilt offerings, and peace offerings 
that are consumed on the altar, among them the fats, kidneys, 
and sheep tail. Occasionally, the sacrificial portions of the burnt 
offering are also included in this expression. 
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O The Gemara asks: What is the halakha as to whether a matter 
derived via a paradigm can teach its halakha to another matter 
via a juxtaposition or via a verbal analogy or via an a fortiori 
inference or via a paradigm? 


The Gemara states: Resolve at least one of those questions. The 
Gemara cites a lengthy baraita before stating the resolution 
inferred from that baraita. For what reason did the Sages say 
that in the case of blood left overnight" it is fit, i.e., if blood of 
an offering had been left overnight and was then placed on the 
altar it need not be removed? This is as it is in the case of sacri- 
ficial portions,” where if they are left overnight they are fit. 
From where is it derived that in the case of sacrificial portions 
which are left overnight, they are fit? This is as it is in the case 
of meat, where if it is left overnight it is fit, because the meat of 
a peace offering may be eaten for two days and one night. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that has left the 
Temple courtyard is then placed on the altar it need not be 
removed? This is derived by a paradigm, since an offering that 
leaves its area is fit in the case of an offering brought on a private 
altar. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that has become ritu- 
ally impure is placed on the altar it need not be removed? This 
is derived by a paradigm, since one is permitted to offer an 
impure offering in the case of communal rites, i.e., communal 
offerings. In cases of necessity, the communal offerings may be 
sacrificed even if they are ritually impure. 


From where is it derived that in the case of an offering that was 
disqualified due to the intention of the priest who slaughtered it 
to consume it beyond its designated time [piggul], if it was 
placed on the altar it need not be removed? The halakha applies 
there since the sprinkling of its blood effects acceptance of the 
offering notwithstanding its status of piggul. The status of piggul 
takes effect only if the sacrificial rites involving that offering were 
otherwise performed properly. This indicates that it still has the 
status of an offering, so it need not be removed from the altar. 


From where is it derived that in the case of an offering that was 
disqualified due to the intention of the priest who slaughtered it 
to consume it outside its designated area, if it was placed on the 
altar it need not be removed? This is derived by a paradigm, since 
it is juxtaposed to an offering that was slaughtered with intent 
to consume it beyond its designated time. 


From where is it derived that in the case of an offering for which 
priests who are disqualified collected and sprinkled its blood, 
if it was placed on the altar it need not be removed? This is 
derived from the halakha of these priests who are generally 
disqualified because they are impure, yet who are fit to perform 
the communal rites, i.e., to sacrifice communal offerings, when 
all the priests or the majority of the Jewish people are impure. In 
any event, the halakha of the sacrificial portions was derived via 
a paradigm from the halakha of meat that was left overnight, and 
then the halakha of blood was derived via a paradigm from the 
halakha of the sacrificial portions. Evidently, a matter derived 
via a paradigm can teach its halakha to another matter via a 
paradigm. 


The Gemara questions the derivations of the baraita: But can 
one deduce the halakha of a matter that is not fit, i.e., sacrificial 
portions that are disqualified due to having been left overnight, 
from the halakha of a matter that is fit, i.e., the peace offering, 
which is permitted to be eaten for two days and one night? 
Similarly, how can the baraita derive the halakha of meat that 
was removed from the Temple courtyard from the halakha of a 
private altar, which has no sacred area surrounding it? 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna relied on the verse: “Command 
Aaron and his sons, saying: This is the law of the burnt offering: 
It is that which goes up on its firewood upon the altar all night 
until the morning; and the fire of the altar shall thereby be 
kept burning” (Leviticus 6:2), which amplified it," teaching 
that many types of disqualified offerings may be left upon the 
altar. The derivations written in the baraita are mere supports 
for those halakhot. 


G The mishna teaches with regard to the sin offerings whose 
blood is presented inside the Sanctuary: As to the remainder 
of the blood which is left after the sprinklings, a priest would 
pour it onto the western base of the external altar. But if he did 
not place the remainder of the blood on the western base, it 
does not disqualify the offering. The Gemara asks: What is the 
reason that it must be poured on the western base? The Gemara 
answers: The verse states with regard to the bull offering of 
the High Priest: “And the priest shall sprinkle the blood upon 
the corners of the altar of sweet incense before the Lord, which 
is in the Tent of Meeting; and all the remaining blood of the 
bull he shall pour out at the base of the altar of burnt offering, 
which is at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). 
This means that he must pour it on that base which he encoun- 
ters first” when he leaves the Tent of Meeting, which is the 
western base. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There are three verses that contain 
the same phrase. With regard to pouring the remainder of the 
blood of a bull offering of the High Priest, the verse states: “All 
the remaining blood of the bull he shall pour out at the base of 
the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:7). This teaches that 
it must be on the base of the external altar, but not on the base 
of the inner altar, where he had sprinkled the blood. 


The baraita continues: With regard to the bull sacrificed for an 
unwitting communal sin the verse states: “And he shall sprinkle 
the blood upon the corners of the altar which is before the Lord, 
that is in the Tent of Meeting, and all the remaining blood shall 
he pour out at the base of the altar of burnt offering, which is 
at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:18). This 
teaches that the inner altar itself has no base at all. 


Finally, the verse states with regard to the sin offering of a king: 

“And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his 
finger and place it upon the corners of the altar of burnt offering, 
and the remaining blood thereof shall he pour out at the base of 
the altar of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25). This teaches 
that you must give a base to the altar of the burnt offering," 
i.e. that the remainder of any blood placed on the altar must be 
poured on the base. 


The baraita continues: Or perhaps it is not so, but rather the 
verse serves to teach that any sprinkling of blood on the corners 
of the altar of the burnt offering will be done on a part of the 
altar where there is a base." Rabbi Yishmael said: There is no 
need for the verse to teach that halakha, because it can be derived 
via an a fortiori inference: Just as the remainder of the blood, 
which does not effect atonement, requires pouring on the base 
of the altar, with regard to the initial sprinkling of the blood 
of a burnt offering, which effects atonement, is it not logical 
that it requires a part of the altar where there is a base? 


Similarly, Rabbi Akiva said: Just as the remainder of the blood, 
which does not effect atonement and does not come for atone- 
ment, nevertheless requires pouring on the base of the altar, 
with regard to the initial sprinkling of the blood of a burnt 
offering, which effects atonement and comes for atonement, 
is it not logical that it requires a part of the altar where there 
is a base? 


NOTES 


Relied on: This is the law of the burnt offering, which 
amplified it - m9 -pap aan niyn min meta: The main 
source that any offering that ascends to the altar does 
not descend from it is from the phrase: “The law of the 
burnt offering.’ The halakhot of offerings left overnight, 
those that are impure or taken out of the area in which 
they must be consumed, are derived from there (Rashi; 
see Birkat HaZevah). 


Give a base to the altar of the burnt offering - 71D» jn 
mhiy bw naya: There are many explanations of this 
statement. Rashi explains that the verse teaches that the 
remainder of any blood which is placed on the external 
tar is poured on the base of the external altar. Tosafot 
hallenge Rashi’s explanation, because the Gemara (37a) 
rovided different sources for that halakha. They cite Rab- 
einu Hayyim, explaining that the expression: To the altar 
the burnt offering, refers only to the remainder of the 
ood of a burnt offering, which requires pouring on the 
base. There are other verses that teach about the remain- 
der of blood of other offerings. They also offer another 
explanation, which is also suggested by the Ra'avad, that 
this is not referring to the remainder of the blood, but to 
the placement of blood. It teaches that all placement of 
blood on the external altar must be above the base, with 
the exception of a sin offering, about which the Torah 
states “around” (see Leviticus 8:15), to teach that it must 
be placed on all four corners of the altar. 


ooo 


Altar of the burnt offering will be on a base -5% anam 
sin x? may: In other words, that place which is consid- 
ered an altar for the burnt offering, the place where the 
blood is sprinkled, will be in a place which has a base, and 
the blood shall be sprinkled there. The southeast corner of 
the altar did not have a base (see 52b). Since the blood of 
the burnt offering was sprinkled on two diagonal corners 
of the altar, the priest had to sprinkle it on the southwest 
corner and the northeast corner. 

This is according to Rashi’s explanation, and that of 
Rabbeinu Hayyim, cited by Tosafot. According to the 
Ra‘avad and the second explanation of Tosafot, who say 
that this itself is the explanation of the phrase: Give a base 
to the altar of the burnt offering, here the baraita sug- 
gests that the sprinkling of the blood of the burnt offering 
should be identical to that of the remainder, i.e., on the 
base itself. Alternatively, perhaps this is referring only to 
the burnt offering, not to any other offerings. 


HALAKHA 


That which he encounters first — Kwa yadt MATT: 
The remainder of the blood of all sin offerings that are 
burned is poured on the western base of the external 
altar, which is the first one the priest encounters when 
he leaves the Sanctuary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKkorbanot 5:11). 
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The baraita concludes: If so, why must the verse state: “At the 
base of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25)? Itis to teach 
that you must give a base to the altar of the burnt offering, i.e., 
that the remainder of the blood of the offering must be poured on 
the base. 


The Gemara discusses this baraita. The Master says: The verse 
states: “At the base of the altar of burnt offering, which is at the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:18). This teaches 
that it must be on the base of the external altar, but not the base 
of the inner altar. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that necessary for the 
matter itself, to teach that the remainder of the blood must be 
poured onto the base of the external altar? The Gemara answers: 
That halakha is derived from: “Which is at the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:18), referring to the external altar. 
Therefore, the verse mentions the altar of burnt offering to exclude 
the base of the inner altar. 


The baraita teaches with regard to the sin offering of a king: The 
verse states: “And the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offer- 
ing with his finger, and place it upon the corners of the altar of 
burnt offering, and the remaining blood thereof shall he pour out 
at the base of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25). 


This teaches that you must give a base to the altar of the burnt 
offering, i.e., that the remainder of any blood placed on the altar 
must be poured on the base. 


The Gemara explains: Because if it enters your mind that the 
verse states this simply to teach as it is written, concerning this 
offering alone, why do I need these verses with regard to the 
sin offering of a king? If you would answer: The verses are needed 
to teach the halakha that the remainder of the blood must be 
poured on the external altar rather than on the inner altar, then 
the question remains: Is there any need for the Torah to teach this 
about the remainder? But the sprinklings of blood themselves are 
performed on the external altar, so why would one think that 
the remainder of the blood should be poured on the inner altar? 


/J PINT NDN?!) And if you would say that one might mistakenly say that the priest 


NT- KI NUT ON? 1T 
Anyy ms) Tio 1 px 


reverses the sprinklings, 


such that with regard to an offering for which he sprinkles the 
blood on the external altar he should pour the remainder of the 
blood on the inner altar, and this is analogous to the halakha 
that he pours the remainder of the blood sprinkled on the inner 
altar on the base of the external altar, this is not possible. But 
the inner altar itself does not have a base, and therefore it is 
not possible to pour the remainder of the blood on the base of 
the inner altar. Therefore, the verse must teach that the remainder 
of the blood of the burnt offering is poured on the base of the 
external altar. 
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The Gemara analyzes the next clause of the baraita: Or perhaps it is 
not so, but rather the verse serves to teach that any sprinkling of 
blood on the corners of the altar of the burnt offering will be done 
on a part of the altar where there is a base. The Gemara asks: How 
can the verse mean that? Is it written: At the base of the burnt 
offering? This would indicate that the blood of the burnt offering 
must be placed where there is a base. It is written in the verse: “At 
the base of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25). 


The Gemara answers: Even if the verse were to be speaking about 
sprinkling the blood of the burnt offering and is not referring to 
pouring the remainder of the blood, the term “altar of” is necessary, 
because if it were written: At the base of the burnt offering, I 
would say that the priest must sprinkle the blood on the upright 
wall of the base of the altar, i.e., the side of the base, rather than on 
the upper surface of the base. Now that it is written: “At the base 
of the altar of the burnt offering,” it means that the blood must be 
sprinkled on the upper surface of the base." 


The Gemara explains the next clause of the baraita based on this 
understanding: Rabbi Yishmael said: Why do I need a verse to 
teach that the blood must be sprinkled on the upper surface of the 
base of the altar? It can be derived via an a fortiori inference: Just 
as the remainder of the blood of a sin offering, which does not 
effect atonement, nevertheless requires that it must be poured on 
the upper surface of the base of the altar, with regard to the initial 
sprinkling of the blood of a burnt offering, which effects atone- 
ment, is it not logical that it requires the upper surface of the base 
of the altar? 


Rabbi Akiva explained similarly and said: And just as the remain- 
der of the blood ofa sin offering, which does not effect atonement 
and does not come for atonement, nevertheless requires that it 
must be poured on the upper surface of the base," with regard 
to the initial sprinkling of the blood of a burnt offering, which 
effects atonement and comes for atonement, is it not logical that 
it requires the upper surface of the base of the altar? The baraita 
concludes: Ifso, why must the verse state: “At the base of the altar 
of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25)? It is to teach that you must 
give a base to the altar of the burnt offering, i.e., that the remainder 
of any blood sprinkled on the altar must be poured on the base. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the explanations 
of Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva? Rav Adda bar Ahava says: The 
difference between them is whether failure to pour the remainder 
of the blood disqualifies the offering, so that all the sprinklings must 
be done again. One Sage, Rabbi Yishmael, holds that failure to pour 
the remainder of the blood does disqualify the offering. And one 
Sage, Rabbi Akiva, who adds the words: Which does not come for 
atonement, holds that failure to pour the remainder of the blood 
does not disqualify the offering." 


Rav Pappa says: Everyone agrees that failure to pour the remain- 
der of the blood on the base does not disqualify the offering. But 
here they disagree with regard to the issue of whether failure to 
squeeze the blood from a bird sin offering™ after sprinkling the 
blood disqualifies the offering or not. One Sage, Rabbi Yishmael, 
holds that it does disqualify the offering, and one Sage, Rabbi 
Akiva, holds that it does not disqualify the offering. 


Remainders of the blood require the upper surface - wyw 
33 Dryv: The remainder of the blood of a burnt offering, guilt 
offering, and peace offering is poured on the top of the base of 
the external altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 5:6, and see Kesef Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Failure to pour the remainder of the blood does not dis- 
qualify the offering - w33% py OPW: If a priest does not 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 

On the upper surface of the base — iD» 133%: Rashi 
explains that this is derived from the combination of 
the words: “Base of the altar.” It refers to that part of the 
base which is similar to the altar, i.e., the flat surface on 
top. Others explain that the term: “At the base,’ indi- 
cates a part of the base that can have items placed on it, 
which does not apply to the sides of the altar in any case. 
Tosafot explain that it does not mean that the blood of 
the burnt offering must be sprinkled on the base itself, 
because the blood must be sprinkled on the wall of the 
altar. Rather, it means that the blood must be sprinkled 
above the upper surface of the base, rather than on the 
side of the base. 


Upper durflace 
Of the baa 


Upright wall of the base 


Sprinkling blood on the base of the altar 


And just as the remainder of the blood of a sin offer- 
ing...requires pouring on the upper surface of the 
base — Tid? 43 AN... XMM pw max: There is no dis- 
pute about this matter, because it is the straightforward 
meaning of the verse: “And all the remaining blood 
of the bull shall he pour out at the base of the altar 
of burnt offering, which is at the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). There are some who have 
a version of the text that reads simply: Remainder of 
the blood, and does not specify: Of the sin offering, 
which is similar to the baraita on the previous amud. 
This would be referring to the remainder of the burnt 
offering itself (see Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Hayyim, and 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


Squeeze the blood from a bird sin offering — 1x 
‘iyi nyn: The Torah states with regard to the bird sin 
offering: “And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin 
offering upon the side of the altar, and the remainder of 
the blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the altar; 
it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9). See 64b for a further 
discussion of this matter. 


pour the remainder of the blood on the external altar it does 
not disqualify the offering. Even for offerings whose blood is 
sprinkled on the inner altar, if the priest did not pour the remain- 
der of the blood on the external altar they are not disqualified, 
because the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva in his disputes with a single colleague. Further- 
more, according to Rav Pappa's explanation, Rabbi Yishmael 
does not disagree with regard to this matter (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 5:8 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:4 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Squeeze the blood from a bird sin offering — Jy 7 NKY nsn: 
Failure to squeeze the blood from a bird sin offering onto the 
side of the altar disqualifies the offering, in accordance with the 
discussion in tractate Me‘ila 8b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:7 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 


The bull of Yom Kippur which requires placement of 
blood on the base of the external altar - 19577 Of 19 

Tid 027 ja pyww: After the High Priest has com- 
pleted placing the blood of the bull on the golden altar, 
he pours the remainder of the blood on the western 

base of the external altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Avodat Yom Hakippurim 4:2). 


NOTES 


With regard to which its blood does not enter the 
innermost sanctum — ma) 23 D393 197 pW: Rather 
than derive the halakha from the difference between an 
offering that is a fixed obligation, i.e., the bull of Yom Kip- 
pur, and an offering that is brought only when necessary, 
i.e., the bull of an High Priest, which is brought only if he 
happens to sin, Rabbi Akiva prefers to derive the halakha 
from the more fundamental difference, between the 
blood of the bull of Yom Kippur, which is brought into 
the innermost chamber, and the blood of the bull of the 
High Priest, whose blood is not brought into the inner- 
most chamber but is sprinkled on the golden altar. 


And all the remaining blood of the bull he shall pour - 
jeu obs gy: This directive is in the future tense, as 
opposed to the previous directives, which are in the 
past tense (Rashi). 
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It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Pappa that even Rabbi Yishmael agrees that failure to pour the 
remainder of the blood on the base does not disqualify the offering. 
The verse states: “And the priest shall sprinkle the blood upon the 
corners of the altar of sweet incense before the Lord, which is in the 
Tent of Meeting; and all the remaining blood of the bull he shall 
pour out at the base of the altar of burnt offering, which is at the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). What is the mean- 
ing when the verse states “of the bull”? This seems superfluous, as 
the entire passage is referring to the bull. This serves to teach the 
halakha of another bull, i.e., the bull of Yom Kippur, which also 
requires placement of blood on the base of the external altar." 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yishmael said: It is not necessary for 
the Torah to write that the blood of the bull of Yom Kippur requires 
placement of blood on the base of the external altar. This is because 
it can be derived via an a fortiori inference: And just as if the bull 
of the anointed priest, i.e., the sin offering of a High Priest, with 
regard to which it is not obligatory to bring its blood inside the 
Sanctuary, i.e., it is not an obligatory offering, as he brings it only if 
he sins, nevertheless requires sprinkling blood on the base of the 
altar; with regard to the bull of Yom Kippur, with regard to which 
it is obligatory to bring its blood inside the Sanctuary, i.e., it must 
be brought every year, is it not logical that it requires sprinkling 
of its blood on the base of the altar? 


Rabbi Akiva said: Just as the bull of a High Priest, with regard to 
which its blood does not enter the innermost sanctum," whether 
as a fixed obligation or as a mitzva, nevertheless requires pouring 
of blood on the base of the altar, concerning the bull of Yom Kippur, 
with regard to which its blood enters the innermost sanctum as 
an obligation, is it not logical that it requires pouring of blood on 
the base of the altar? 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that the reason 
the Torah writes the phrase “of the bull” is to teach that failure to 
place the blood on the base of the external altar disqualifies the 
offering. Therefore, the verse states with regard to the service of 
Yom Kippur, after sprinkling the blood in the Sanctuary: “And when 
he has made an end of atoning for the Sanctuary, and the Tent of 
Meeting, and the altar, he shall present the live goat” (Leviticus 
16:20). This teaches that once he has sprinkled the blood in the 
innermost sanctum all the atonements are completed. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The baraita continues: From now, i.e., based on this, one can state 
an a fortiori inference to derive the halakha of the bull of the 
anointed priest from the halakha of the goat of the king. Just 
as the goat sin offering of a king, with regard to which its blood 
does not enter inside the Sanctuary, whether as a fixed obligation 
or as a mitzva, but is sprinkled, like other individual sin offerings, 
on the external altar, requires that the blood be poured on the 
base of the altar (see Leviticus 4:25); with regard to the sin offering 
of a High Priest, the blood of which enters inside the Sanctuary, 
whether as a fixed obligation or as a mitzva, is it not logical that 
it should require pouring on the base of the altar? 


If so, the verse that states that there is a requirement that the blood 
of the sin offering of a High Priest is poured on the base of the 
altar is apparently superfluous. One might have thought that the 
reason the Torah writes it is to teach that failure to pour the blood 
there disqualifies the offering. Therefore, the verse states: “And the 
priest shall sprinkle of the blood upon the corners of the altar of 
sweet incense before the Lord, which is in the Tent of Meeting, and 
all the remaining blood of the bull he shall pour" out at the base 
of the altar of burnt offering, which is at the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). 
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The baraita explains: Since the verse inverted the terms in the 
clause, writing: “And all the remaining blood of the bull he shall 
pour out,’ and not: He shall pour out all the remaining blood of 
the bull, the verse detaches this positive mitzva" of pouring the 
remaining blood from the other mitzvot in the verse. And the verse 
thereby made this a non-essential mitzva, to tell you that failure 
to pour the remainder of the blood on the base of the altar does 
not disqualify the offering. This baraita supports Rav Pappa’s 
interpretation, that Rabbi Yishmael agrees that failure to pour the 
remainder of the blood on the base of the altar does not disqualify 
the offering. 


The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yishmael hold that failure to 
squeeze out the blood of a bird sin offering disqualifies the offer- 
ing, as Rav Pappa explained? But the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught: The verse states: “And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the 
sin offering upon the side of the altar; and the remainder of the 
blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the altar; it is a sin 
offering” (Leviticus 5:9). This means: And the remainder shall 
be squeezed out, i.e., it needs to be squeezed out only if some 
blood remains. 


And that which does not remain, i.e., if there is no blood remain- 
ing, he shall not squeeze it out. This indicates that failure to 
squeeze the blood does not disqualify the offering. The Gemara 
answers: There are two tanna’im, and they disagree with regard 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the remainder of the blood. 
Rami bar Hama says: This following tanna holds that failure 
to pour the remainder of the blood of offerings whose blood 
is sprinkled inside the Sanctuary disqualifies the offering, as it is 
taught in a baraita: “The priest that sacrifices it for sin" shall eat 
it” (Leviticus 6:19). The verse states the word “it” to teach that it, 
the offering whose blood was sprinkled correctly, above the red 
line of the altar, is valid, and the priest may eat the meat. But this 
is not so for an offering whose blood was sprinkled below the 
red line, which is disqualified. 


The baraita continues: You said this, but from where did you 

come? In other words, why would one think that such an offering 

is valid, so that the verse needs to teach that it is not? The baraita 

explains: From the fact that it is stated: “And you shall offer your 

burnt offerings, the flesh and the blood, upon the altar of the Lord 

your God; and the blood of your offerings shall be poured out" 

against the altar of the Lord your God, and you shall eat the flesh” 
(Deuteronomy 12:27), we learned that with regard to those offer- 
ings whose blood is placed with four placements on the corners" 

of the altar, that if the priest placed them with only one place- 
ment, he has effected atonement. Therefore, since it is derived 

that if the priest does not present the blood on the specified cor- 
ners of the altar, the offering is nevertheless valid, one might have 

thought that blood that should have been placed above the red 

line but that one placed below" the red line effects atonement as 

well, and the offering is valid. 


HALAKHA 


e publisher 


NOTES 


The verse detaches this positive mitzva — ipm) 
meyy sana: There are other versions of this text 
that read only: The verse detaches it. In other words, 
the verse removed it from the category of a mitzva 
related to the blood of the bull of the High Priest, 
and labeled it a mitzva in its own right. 


NOTES 

The priest that sacrifices it for sin — xYman pian 
mints: The phrase “that offers it for sin” refers to the 
priest who sprinkles the blood, as sprinkling the 
blood effects atonement for the sin. That priest may 
eat the meat of the sin offering (see Targum Onkelos 
and Rashi’s commentary on the verse). The addi- 
tional emphasis provided by the superfluous word 
“it” teaches that a priest may eat a sin offering only 
if he performs its sprinkling correctly. Otherwise 
the offering is disqualified and the meat may not 
be eaten. 


And the blood of your offerings shall be poured 
out — 19W! PHI on: The term “shall be poured 
out” indicates that even if the priest performed 
only one of the blood placements the offering is 
nevertheless valid. When the Torah states at the end 
of the verse: “And you shall eat the flesh,’ it indicates 
that the atonement has been completed, and the 
offering was accepted. This teaches that even if the 
priest did not place the blood correctly it does not 
disqualify the offering. 


Placed with four placements on the corners, etc. — pam 
"31 YAS p12: With regard to all of the offerings whose blood 
is placed on the external altar, if the priest placed blood only 
once, he has effected atonement. Even with a sin offering it is 
only the first blood placement that is indispensable. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel in the mishna on 
36b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:1). 


Blood that should have been placed above but that one 
placed below, etc. — armen) pnag nyyd paman: With regard 
to blood that is to be placed on the upper half of the altar but 
that was placed on the lower half, or vice versa, or blood that 
is to be placed inside the Sanctuary but that was placed on 
the external altar, in all these cases the flesh of the offering is 
disqualified. Even so, the owner achieved atonement through 


his offering, since the blood was placed on the altar. This is in 
accordance with the statement of Shmuel on 26b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:10, and see Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:9). 
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NOTES = —W-W¥—¥___—__- 
It is stated: Blood, above, etc. — ^3) Aya ont sax: 
This is explained later in the Gemara (53a). The verse states 
with regard to an animal brought as a sin offering: “And 
the priest shall take of the blood of the sin offering with 
his finger and place it upon the corners of the altar of burnt 
offering, and all its remaining blood he shall pour out at 
the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:34). This indicates that it 
should be placed above the red line. Some explain that it 
means on the actual corners of the altar. 
With regard to the bird sin offering the verse states: 
“And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering upon 
the side of the altar, and the remainder of the blood shall 
be squeezed out at the base of the altar; it is a sin offering” 
(Leviticus 5:9). The Sages derived from here that the blood 
must be placed on the wall of the altar and from there drip 
down onto the base, which indicates that it must be done 
on the lower half of the altar (see 64b). 


Where one placed it above the red line it does not effect 
atonement - 15’ x yah janaw: Rashi writes that the 
source for this is from that which is written with regard to 
the bird sin offering: “And he shall sprinkle of the blood of 
the sin offering upon the side of the altar; and the remain- 
der of the blood shall be squeezed out at the base of the 
altar; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9). The closing phrase 
of the verse stresses that the offering is valid only if the rite 
was performed correctly, and the blood was not placed 
anywhere else. 


If he initially placed the blood on the altar outside the 
Sanctuary it does not effect atonement — ninna pmo 
393 xb yina: The Sages derived this halakha (see 39a) 
from the verse: “So shall he do with the bull; as he did with 
the bull of the sin offering, so shall he do with this; and the 
priest shall make atonement for them, and they shall be 
forgiven” (Leviticus 4:20). 
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The baraita continues: And it would seem there is a logical 
inference to counter this logic. It is stated that blood is to 
be sprinkled above" the red line, referring to the blood of an 
animal sin offering, which is to be sprinkled on the corners 
on the upper half of the altar, and it is stated that blood is to 
be sprinkled below the red line, referring to the blood of a 
bird sin offering, which is to be sprinkled on the lower half of 
the altar. Just as with regard to the blood about which it is 
stated that it is to be below the red line, if it is a case where 
one placed it above the red line, it does not effect atonement," 
as the Sages derived from the verse: “And he shall sprinkle of 
the blood of the sin offering upon the side of the altar, and 
the remainder of the blood shall be squeezed out at the base 
of the altar; it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9), so too, with 
regard to the blood, about which it is stated that it is to be 
above the red line, if it is a case where one placed it below 
the red line, it does not effect atonement. 


This logical inference is rejected: No, if you said that this is the 
halakha with regard to the blood of a bird sin offering, which 
is to be sprinkled below the red line that was placed with a 
placement above the red line, that may be because they will 
not ultimately be sprinkled above. For this reason it does not 
effect atonement. Shall you also say that this is the halakha 
with regard to the blood that is to be sprinkled above the red 
line, i.e., the blood of an animal sin offering, but which one 
placed below the red line, that it will not effect atonement? The 
blood that is to be sprinkled above the red line is different, as 
some of it is sacrificed below the red line, when the remainder 
of the blood is poured on the base of the altar. 


The baraita responds: The blood that is placed inside the Sanc- 
tuary will prove it, as some of it is sacrificed outside, but if 
the priest initially placed the blood on the altar outside the 
Sanctuary it does not effect atonement.’ 


The baraita rejects this proof: No, if you said that this is the 
halakha with regard to the blood that is placed inside the 
Sanctuary, concerning which the inner altar does not com- 
plete the atonement, as they require additional blood place- 
ments, shall you also say that this is the halakha with regard 
to the blood offered above the red line, i.e., the blood of an 
animal sin offering, concerning which the corners of the altar 
complete the atonement? Accordingly, it is possible to say 
that if one placed them below the red line they are valid. 


The baraita concludes: To counter this reasoning, the verse 

states with regard to an animal sin offering that is sacrificed 

outside: “The priest that sacrifices it for sin shall eat it” (Leviti- 
cus 6:19), to emphasize that it, the offering whose blood was 

placed correctly, above the red line of the altar, is valid, and the 

priest may eat the meat. But this is not so for an offering whose 

blood was placed below the red line, which is disqualified. 


Rami bar Hama proves his point: What does the baraita mean 
when it says: If you said that this is the halakha with regard to 
the blood that is placed inside the Sanctuary, concerning which 
the inner altar does not complete the atonement? What is 
required to complete the atonement? Is it not referring to this 
remainder of the blood and is teaching that failure to pour the 
remainder of the blood on the base of the altar disqualifies 
the offering? 


Rava said to Rami bar Hama: If so, that the tanna of the baraita 
holds that failure to pour the remainder of the blood of the 
offerings whose blood is sprinkled inside the Sanctuary dis- 
qualifies the offering, you could derive the halakha that if the 
priest sprinkled the blood below the red line the offering is 
disqualified via an a fortiori inference. 
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Just as it is with regard to the remainder of the blood of the offer- 
ings of the inner altar, concerning which their ultimate rite, pour- 
ing on the base of the altar, is obligatory on the external altar, but 
if the priest initially performed the rite of placing the blood on 
the external altar, it does not effect atonement, with regard to 
those offerings whose blood is placed above the red line, concern- 
ing which their ultimate rite, pouring on the base of the altar, is 
not obligatory below the red line of the altar, and the priest 
initially performed the rite of placing the blood below the red 
line, is it not logical that it does not effect atonement? Since the 
baraita does not advance this claim, but derived the halakha from 
a verse, this indicates that pouring the remainder of the blood 
is not obligatory. 


Rava continues: Rather, when the baraita states that the blood of 
the offerings offered inside the Sanctuary are those concerning 
which the inner altar does not complete the atonement it means 
that the inner altar does not complete the atonement alone, but 
rather requires that blood also be sprinkled inside the Sanctuary 
on the Curtain" separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states concerning the 
sacrificial rite performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur: “And 
when he has finished atoning" for the Sanctuary, and the Tent of 
Meeting, and the altar, he shall present the live goat” (Leviticus 
16:20). This verse indicates that if he performed the atonement, 
he has finished the service, but if he did not perform the atone- 
ment, he has not finished. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 
Rabbi Yehuda said to him: For what reason do we not say:" If he 
finished, he has performed atonement, but if he did not finish, 
he has not performed atonement? This derivation would indicate 
that if one of any of the blood placements is lacking" it is as 
though he did nothing. 


The Gemara clarifies the two opinions: What is the difference 
between them? Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
engaged in a dispute concerning this. One says that interpretation 
of the meaning of the verse is the difference between them, i.e., 
there is no halakhic difference between them but only a dispute as 
to how to interpret the verses. And one says that there is a differ- 
ence between them with regard to whether failure to pour the 
remainder of the blood at the base of the altar disqualifies’ the 
offering. According to Rabbi Akiva, it does not disqualify the offer- 
ing, whereas Rabbi Yehuda maintains that it does disqualify the 
offering. 


The Gemara suggests: It may be concluded that Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi is the one who says that Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yehuda 
disagree as to whether or not failure to pour the remainder of the 
blood on the altar disqualifies the offering. As Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi says: According to the statement of the one who says 
that failure to pour the remainder of the blood on the base of the 
altar disqualifies the offering, if the priest finished placing the 
blood on the inner altar and the blood was spilled before he poured 
the remainder on the external altar, he must bring one bull" and 
slaughter it, and begin the sprinkling of the blood as he did initially 
on the inner altar, so that there will be blood remaining from the 
sprinkling, and then he pours the remainder of the blood on the 
external altar. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi discusses the opinion 
that failure to pour the remainder of the blood on the base of the 
altar disqualifies the offering, apparently in reference to the baraita 
cited here. 


HALAKHA 


If one of any of the blood placements is lacking, etc. - œm does not effect atonement, in accordance with the opinion of 
aD Pale aera ban minx: With regard to all the placement of blood the tanna in the mishna on 36b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
on the inner altar, if a single placement is lacking the offering — Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:3). 


NOTES 


Rather on the Curtain - n3593 xbw: Since there are 
two parts of the service performed with this blood, its 
halakhot are more stringent, and one cannot derive the 
halakha from here to the sin offerings brought outside, 
whose service is completed once the blood is placed on 
the corners of the altar. 


And when he has finished atoning - 1557 abo: This 
phrase does not seem to add anything, and the Torah 
could have continued with its description of the service: 
“He shall present the live goat” (Leviticus 16:20). Therefore, 
it is understood to emphasize that only after the High 
Priest has completed the atonement does he continue 
with the rest of the service (see Rashi on 40a). 


For what reason do we not say — aX) x ma 57a: The 
derivation suggested by Rabbi Yehuda has an advantage, 
because Rabbi Akiva interprets the verse out of order, 
whereas Rabbi Yehuda’s interpretation is in the order of 
the verse (Rashi). 


There is a difference between them with regard to 
whether the remainder of the blood disqualifies — 
IPA KD pI OPW: Rashi explains that Rabbi Akiva 
holds that failure to pour the remainder of the blood 
does not disqualify the offering. When the verse states: 
“And when he has finished atoning,’ it means that he 
completes the service as described in the preceding 
verses, and the remainder of the blood is not mentioned 
there. Others explain that the phrase “and when he has 
finished atoning” teaches that if he completes that part 
of the service which effects atonement, which is the 
sprinkling of the blood, then he has completed the offer- 
ing. The remainder of the blood does not serve to effect 
atonement but to complete the rite (Sefat Emet, based 
on Rashi on 52a; Hiddushei Rabbeinu Hayyim Halevi al 
HaRambam). Both explanations understand the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda to be that the verse means that the priest 
must complete the entire service, including pouring the 
remainder of the blood, to effect atonement, and if not 
he does not effect atonement. 

The Ra’avya challenges this interpretation, based the 
words of Rabbi Yehuda: If one of any of the placements 
is lacking. This indicates that only sprinkling is indispens- 
able, and pouring the remainder is not. Therefore, the 
Ra‘avya explains the entire discussion as the reverse of 
Rashi’s explanation, and it is Rabbi Yehuda who holds 
that failure to pour the remainder of the blood does not 
disqualify the offering. He brings support for his opinion 
from the Jerusalem Talmud (see Keneset HaRishonim on 
40a). 


According to the statement of the one who says. ..he 
must bring one bull — TPX 15 8°32... 12iKT nat: Rashi 
explains that the priest does not have to perform again all 
the sprinklings that were done inside, because the actual 
atonement is complete. Nevertheless, although pouring 
the remainder of the blood is not part of the atonement, 
it is an indispensable part of the service. Therefore he 
must again put blood on the golden altar, even though 
he already placed blood from the initial bull there, so 
that the blood that he pours on the external altar will 
be a remainder. 
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BACKGROUND 

Goats of the New Moon - WETT wx PYY: The 
Torah (Numbers 28:15) requires a goat to be sacrificed 
on the New Moon as a communal sin offering, and it 
ollows the same procedure as that of an individual sin 
offering. It atones for certain transgressions involving 
he defiling of the Temple by entering it while ritually 
impure, or defiling its sacrificial foods by partaking of 
hem while ritually impure. 


Goats of the Festivals - nityin spyw: The Torah (Num- 
bers, chapter 28) requires a goat to be sacrificed on 
each day of every Festival as a communal sin offer- 
ing, with a procedure identical to that of individual 
sin offerings. These goats were intended to atone for 
transgressions involving the defiling of the Temple and 
its sacred foods. 


HALAKHA 
And their blood requires four placements, etc. - 
931 TIA yIW Pyy paT: Sin offerings that are eaten 
require that their blood be placed on all four corners of 
the external altar on the upper half of the altar (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:7). 


Perek V 
Daf 53 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


He ascended the ramp, etc. - ^3) waza my: From 
where does a priest begin to sprinkle the blood of a 
sin offering? He ascends the ramp and turns right. He 
walks along the surrounding ledge and sprinkles blood 
on the southeast corner first. Afterward he sprinkles on 
the next corner that he arrives at, which is the north- 
eastern one. He continues to the northwest corner and 
sprinkles there, and finally to the southwest corner, and 
sprinkles there. Then he pours the remainder of the 
blood on the base in the southwest corner, where he 
finishes his sprinkling (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:10). 


And are eaten within the curtains — p23 D3 pooxn 
oybpn: After a sin offering is slaughtered, and the 
blood has been placed on the altar, and the sacrificial 
portions have been burned, the remainder is eaten 
within the Temple courtyard, by males of the priestly 
families, within one day and one night. By Torah law, 
they may eat it until dawn, but in order to distance 
them from sin the Sages decreed that it must be eaten 
by midnight. The priests may eat it prepared in any 
manner. They may roast, boil, or bake it, and they may 
flavor it with non-sacred spices (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:1, 10:3, 7, 10). 
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The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rabbi Yohanan does not 
agree with this reasoning? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan himself 
say (111a): Rabbi Nehemya taught a halakha in accordance with 
the statement of the one who says that failure to pour the remain- 
der of blood disqualifies the offering? Rabbi Yohanan also discusses 
the opinion of a tanna who holds that failure to pour the remainder 
of blood disqualifies the offering, apparently in reference to the 
baraita cited here. 


Rather, there is no proof that Rabbi Yohanan is referring to the 
dispute between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yehuda. He is stating a 
halakha in accordance with the statement of the one who says 
that it disqualifies the offering, whichever tanna that may be, but he 
is not referring to the dispute between these tanna’im. Here too, 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is stating a halakha in accordance with 
the statement of the one who says that it disqualifies the offering, 
whichever tanna that may be, but he is not referring to the dispute 


between these tanna’im. 
MI S HN These are the halakhot of the communal and 
the individual sin offerings. These are the 
communal sin offerings: Goats of the New Moon’ and of the 
Festivals.’ Their slaughter is in the north of the Temple courtyard, 
and the collection of their blood in a service vessel is in the north, 
and their blood requires four placements" on the four corners of 
the altar. How did the priest do so? 


He ascended the ramp" of the altar and turned right to the sur- 
rounding ledge" and he continued east, and he came to the south- 
east corner and sprinkled the blood of the sin offering there and then 
to the northeast corner and sprinkled the blood there, and then 
to the northwest corner and sprinkled the blood there, and the 
southwest corner, where he performed the fourth sprinkling and 
descended from the altar. He would pour the remainder of the 
blood on the southern base" of the altar. And the meat portions 
of the offering are eaten within the curtains," i.e., in the Temple 
courtyard, by the males of the priesthood. And they are eaten 
prepared in any form of food" preparation, on the day the offering 
is sacrificed and during the night that follows, until midnight." 


NOTES 


Ascended the ramp - w333 my: The altar was ten cubits high. 
The base was one cubit high. The body of the altar was one cubit 
narrower and five cubits high. Above this the altar became one 
cubit narrower again, which created a walkway around the altar 
at the height of six cubits from the ground. This was called the 
surrounding ledge. The priests would walk around this to sprinkle 
the blood of the sin offerings. The blood of most offerings was 
presented on the lower part of the altar, but the blood of the sin 
offering was sprinkled on the upper half, i.e., at least five cubits, 
or approximately 2.5 m, above the ground. Therefore, the priests 
were unable to sprinkle the blood while standing on the ground 
and had to stand on the surrounding ledge in order to sprinkle the 
blood. The Gemara (62b) will explain that the ramp mentioned in 
this mishna is not the main ramp that led to the top of the altar, but 
a smaller ramp on the southern side adjacent to the main ramp. 


And turned to the surrounding ledge - aid ma: He turned 
toward the east, which is to the right of one who ascends from the 
south. The reason for this is that all the turns in the Temple, and for 
mitzvot in general, should be to the right (see 62b). 


On the southern base - nmin sip» by: There were two openings 
on the base of the southwest corner of the altar. The western 
one was where they poured the remainder of the blood from 
the offerings whose blood was sprinkled inside the Sanctuary. 
The southern one was designated for pouring the remainder of 
the blood of offerings whose blood had been sprinkled on the 
external altar. 


Within the curtains — Dyp m m9): : The term curtains is precise 
only with regard to the fe which was surrounded by 
woven curtains. The equivalent of this part of the Tabernacle in 
the Temple was the Temple courtyard. 


In any form of food - Sowa bea: They were no restrictions on how 
the food was to be prepared. Rashi explains that the mishna has to 
teach this because the Paschal offering must be eaten roasted. 


Until midnight - nisn ty: By Torah law the offering may be eaten 
all night long, as the verse states: “And the flesh of the sacrifice of 
his peace offerings for thanksgiving shall be eaten on the day of 
his offering; he shall not leave any of it until the morning’ (Leviticus 
715). The Sages decreed that one may eat it only until midnight, 
so that one would not inadvertently eat of the offering after the 
permitted time (see Berakhot 2a). 
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G E M ARA How does the priest perform the rite of 


sprinkling the blood on the corners of 
the altar? There is a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi 
Elazar. One says that the priest places the blood within a cubit 
on this side" or a cubit on that side. He places the blood wher- 
ever he wants, provided that it is within one cubit of the corner 
of the altar. And one says that he sprinkles the blood on the 
outer edge of the corner of the altar, and it flows down on both 
sides of the altar. 


The Gemara comments: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who says that the sprinkling of 
the blood ofa sin offering itself is performed only on the actual 
corner,’ the one-by-one-cubit projection above each corner of 
the altar, everyone agrees that the blood may be sprinkled any- 
where on the corner, and this will be a fulfillment of the verse: 


“And put it upon the corners of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviti- 


cus 4:25). When they disagree is only according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that the blood may be 
sprinkled anywhere above the red line on the edge of the altar. 
One Sage holds that the blood may be sprinkled on the cubit on 
either side of the edge, because a cubit on this side and a cubit 
on that side is still considered to be on the corner. And one Sage 
holds that on its edge, yes, it is fit, but any further on either 
side is not. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion that one cubit 
on either side of the edge is still considered on the edge, from 
a baraita: With regard to communal sin offerings and indi- 
vidual sin offerings, how is the placement of their blood" on 
the altar performed? The priest would ascend the ramp of the 
altar and turn right to the surrounding ledge and he continued 
east, and he would come to the southeast corner. And he would 
then dip with his right [haymanit] finger, the most dexterous 
[hamyumenet]! of the right hand, i.e., the index finger, of the 
blood that is in the bowl, and would gather the blood with his 
thumb" above and his smallest finger below, so that it would 
remain on his finger. And he would sprinkle the blood and 
move his hand down on the outer edge of the corner, until 
he would finish sprinkling all the blood that was on his finger. 
And he would act similarly at each and every corner. This 
baraita states explicitly that the blood must be sprinkled on 
the actual edge. 


The Gemara answers: This is what the baraita is saying: The 
optimal manner to perform the mitzva is to sprinkle the blood 
on the edge of the corner. But if he did the sprinkling on the 
cubit on this side, or the cubit on that side, we have no problem 
with it, and he has still fulfilled the mitzva. 


The Gemara discusses the aforementioned dispute. What is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and what is the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? This is as it is taught in a 
baraita (Tosefta 6:11): The blood that must be placed on the 
upper half of the altar, e.g., the blood ofa sin offering, is placed 
anywhere from the red line" that circumscribed the middle of 
the altar and above. The blood that must be placed on the lower 
half of the altar is placed anywhere from the red line or below 
it. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon says: 
In what case is this statement said? It is said with regard to a 
bird burnt offering, as its blood may be placed anywhere above 
the red line. But with regard to an animal sin offering, the 
placement itself may be performed only on the actual corner 
of the altar. This is based on the verse that states: “And the priest 
shall take of the blood of the sin offering with his finger, and put 
it upon the corners of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25). 


NOTES 


Places the blood within a cubit on this side — max ynia 
sb: In other words, the priest is not required to sprinkle 
the blood specifically on the edge of the corner, but any- 
where near it, within one cubit. The Zevah Toda says that 
since the Torah states that the blood must be presented 
around the altar, if one presents the blood on only one side 
of the corner, e.g., on the southern side of the southeast 
corner, he must ensure that he presents some blood on 
the eastern side of the northeast corner, so that the blood 
will be on all four sides of the altar. 


Would gather with his thumb — bma in: Rashi indi- 
cates that the priest must scrape and Clean the blood from 
his index finger with his thumb and his little finger. In this 
way all the blood that is on the finger will be sprinkled 
on the altar. It appears that the Rambam had a different 
version of the text, and writes that the thumb and middle 
finger support the index finger as the priest performs the 
sprinkling. 


BACKGROUND 
Actual corner - 1)? bw 7D: 


Area of sprinkling of the blood of a sin offering 


HALAKHA 

How is the placement of their blood — pa% yma T¥93: The 
blood of sin offerings must be presented on all four corners 
on the upper half of the external altar. How did the priest 
perform this? He collected the blood in a basin and took 
it to the altar. He dipped his right index finger into the 
blood and supported it with his thumb and middle finger. 
He sprinkled the blood in a downward movement toward 
the edge of the corner of the altar until he sprinkled all the 
blood on his finger. If he presented the blood within a cubit 
of the corner he effected atonement and the offering was 
valid. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, since the halakha is in accordance with his opinion 
in his disputes with any single tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:7, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


Red line — x78 Din: A red line marked the midpoint of 
the height of the altar, one cubit below the surrounding 
ledge. This separated between the area for the blood that 
had to be presented on the upper half of the altar and 
the area for the blood that had to be presented on the 
lower half of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 2:9). 


LANGUAGE 
Dexterous [meyumenet] — nyama: The root yod, mem, nun 
is used in several ways. In addition to referring to the right 
side or to dexterity, it can also refer in general to something 
important or unique. 
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NOTES 
The entire altar stands in the north - nan ma 
gp [!a¥a: Rashi provides two explanations, which 
are contingent on the discussion at the beginning 


of the next chapter. According to the first explana- 


ion the entire altar was to the north of the entrance 
ern base. This is where the priest came when he left 


ion, it does not mean that the entire altar was to 
he north of the entrance of the Sanctuary, but 
hat all of it is in the northern half of the Temple 
courtyard. When the priest left the entrance of the 
Sanctuary, if he exited in the middle of the doorway 
he would be closest to the southern edge of the 
altar. See Tosafot, who are inclined to follow Rashi’s 
second explanation. 
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of the Sanctuary, apart from one cubit of the south- 


he Sanctuary. According to the second explana- 
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Rabbi Abbahu says: What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi? As it is written: “And the altar shall be four cubits; 
and from the altar and above there shall be four corners” (Ezekiel 
43:15). The Gemara asks: Was the altar only four cubits wide? Rav Adda 
bar Ahava said: And the total area of the four corners, which were each 
one square cubit, was four cubits. The Gemara asks: Was the area of 
the corners four square cubits? If the four corners would be placed 
together the area would be only two square cubits. Rather, say that the 
domain of the corners is four cubits. In other words, the verse means 
that the blood may be sprinkled up to four cubits beneath the actual 
corners of the altar. 


We learned in a mishna there (Middot 35b): A red line circumscribed 
the altar in the middle, to separate between the area for the blood that 
must be placed on the upper part of the altar and the area for the blood 
that must be placed on the lower part of the altar. The Gemara asks: 
From where is this matter derived? Rav Aha bar Rav Ketina said it is 
derived from a verse, as it is stated: “And you shall put it under the ledge 
round the altar beneath, and the net will reach halfway up the altar” 
(Exodus 27:5). The Torah provided for a separation on the altar, to 
separate between the area for the blood placed on the upper part of 
the altar and the area for the blood placed on the lower part of the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches: He would pour the remainder of the blood on 
the southern base of the altar. The Sages taught in a baraita: Concern- 
ing the phrase: “At the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:30), mentioned 
with regard to pouring the remainder of the blood of the sin offering of 
a king, this is referring to the southern base of the altar. The baraita 
challenges: Do you say that this is referring to the southern base, or is 
it referring only to the western base? 


The baraita suggests: And one can derive the meaning of this unspeci- 
fied phrase from the meaning of the explicit phrase, as follows: You 

said that one can derive the location of the priest’s descent from the 

ramp of the external altar after sprinkling blood of the sin offering 
by comparing it to his exit from the Sanctuary with the blood that 
remained after having sprinkled blood inside the Sanctuary. The verse 

states with regard to the bull offering of the High Priest: “And all the 

remaining blood of the bull he shall pour out at the base of the altar of 
burnt offering, which is at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviti- 
cus 4:7). Just as upon his exit from the Sanctuary the priest pours the 

remainder of the blood on the side closest to him, the western side, so 

too, upon his descent from the ramp of the external altar after sprin- 
kling blood from the sin offering, he pours the blood on the side closest 

to him, which is the southern side. 


It is taught in another baraita: Rabbi Yishmael says: This and that, 
both the remainder of the blood sprinkled inside the Sanctuary and the 
remainder of the blood sprinkled on the external altar, are poured on 
the western base of the altar. Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: This and 
that are poured on the southern base of the altar. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, according to the one who says that the 
blood is poured on the western base of the altar, it is clear how he 
derived his halakha. He holds that one can derive the meaning of an 
unspecified phrase from the meaning of the explicit phrase. Therefore, 
just as the remainder of the blood sprinkled inside the Sanctuary is 
poured on the western base of the external altar, the same is done with 
the remainder of the blood sprinkled on the external altar. 


But according to the one who says that the blood is poured on the 
southern base of the altar, what is the reason? Rabbi Asi said: This 
tanna holds that the entire external altar stands in the north’ of the 
Temple courtyard. Therefore, the southern base is in the center of 
the courtyard, opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary. This is what 
the verse is referring to when it states: “At the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). The Gemara presents another formula- 
tion of Rabbi Asi’s explanation: The entire entrance of the Sanctuary 
stands in the south of the altar. Accordingly, when the priest exits the 
Sanctuary the southern base is the first one he encounters. 
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The school of Rabbi Yishmael, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, says: Both this and that, i.e., the blood 
of an inner sin offering and that of an external sin offering, were 
poured at the western base of the altar. According to this version, 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai agrees with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. 
The Gemara comments: And your mnemonic to remember this 
change in opinion is: The men pulled the man." In this case, the 
numerous students of Rabbi Yishmael claim that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai agrees with their teacher. 


MI S H N A The burnt offering is an offering of the most 


sacred order." Its slaughter is in the north 
of the Temple courtyard and the collection ofits blood ina service 
vessel is in the north, and its blood requires two placements" that 
are four," and it requires flaying" of its carcass and the cutting of 
the sacrificial animal into pieces, and it is consumed in its entirety, 
with the exception of its hide, by the fire of the altar. 


G E M ARA What is the reason that the tanna taught 


that a burnt offering is an offering of the 
most sacred order, when the mishna earlier (52b) did not mention 
that a sin offering is of the most sacred order? The Gemara answers: 
It is because in the Torah it is not written explicitly with regard to 
the burnt offering: It is most sacred, as it states concerning the sin 
offering and the guilt offering in a verse concerning a meal offering: 
“Tt shall not be baked with leaven. I have given it as their portion of 
My offerings made by fire; it is most sacred, as the sin offering, and 
as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10). Consequently, the tanna 
explicitly states that a burnt offering is likewise of the most sacred 
order. 


The mishna teaches: And its blood requires two placements that 
are four. How does the priest perform the placements? Rav says: 
He places the blood on one side of the corner of the altar, and 
places it again on the other side of the corner of the altar. He 
repeats this on the diagonally opposite corner, so that he places 
on two corners but on all four sides of the altar. And Shmuel says: 
He places one placement on each of the two diagonally opposite 
corners, so that each placement is similar to the shape of the Greek 
letter gamma," which is bent at a right angle. 


And its blood requires two placements, etc. — nw pyu maT 
^a niama: How is the blood of a burnt offering sprinkled? The 
priest takes the blood in a vessel and sprinkles some of the 
blood from the container twice on the lower half of the altar. He 
does this in the northeast corner and the southwest corner. The 
remainder of the blood is poured onto the southern base of the 
altar. This is in accordance with the mishna here and on amid 30b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:6). 


Requires flaying, etc. — ^3) pwr May: How are the rites of a 
burnt offering performed? One slaughters the animal, and a priest 


HALAKHA 


Similar to the letter gamma - 123 33: When the priest sprinkles 
the blood of the burnt offering on the northeast and southwest 
corners of the altar he does so in such a way that the blood will 
be on two sides of the altar, like the Greek letter gamma, so that 
there is blood placed on all four sides of the altar. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Shmuel. Even though in general the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav in ritual matters, 
nevertheless, the unattributed mishna accords with the opinion 
of Shmuel, as does the first tanna of the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:6, and see Radbaz there). 


presents the blood; he then flays the skin and cuts the animal into 
pieces. He then burns the pieces on the top of the altar (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:1). 


NOTES 

The men pulled the man - Kub 24 wn: Rashi 
explains that the men who were the majority, i.e., the 
students of Rabbi Yishmael, pulled the single man, i.e., 
Rabbi Shimon, and stated their opinion in his name. 
Tosafot had a different version of the text, which read: 
This and that are the southern base, which is the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon in the baraita. They explain that the 
term: The men, is referring to Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, 
whose name consists of the names of two men, Shimon 
and his father Yohai. He pulled Rabbi Yishmael, whose 
name consists of a single appellation. The Gemara on 
119b and Yoma 59a have slightly different versions of 
this phrase. 


The burnt offering is an offering of the most sacred 
order - PETR wp abaya: The prohibition against the 
misuse of consecrated property applies even before the 
blood has been sprinkled (see Me'ila 7b). The offering is 
disqualified if it is removed from the Temple courtyard 
(see Tosafot). 


Two placements that are four — atx jw nian nw: 
The priest stands on the floor of the courtyard and does 
not ascend to the surrounding ledge, since the blood 
of the burnt offering must be placed below the red line. 
He takes the blood of the burnt offering in a vessel and 
sprinkles it on two corners of the altar that are diago- 
nally opposite each other so that the blood reaches all 
our sides of the altar, as explained in the Gemara. The 
mishna (Tamid 30b) explains that it must be specifically 
he northeast corner and the southwest corner. 


LANGUAGE 


Gamma - 133: This is the third letter of the Greek 
alphabet. Greek script was well known in the talmudic 
era, and the form of its letters served as an example for 
various shapes. The form of the capital letter gamma 
depicts a right angle. 


Gamma 
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NOTES 
A burnt offering requires a base — Tid» mayyy mhiy: 
Rabbi Yishmael himself taught this (51a) based on an 
a fortiori inference from the remainder of the blood of 
a sin offering. Pouring the remainder of the blood and 
sprinkling the blood both require a base. 


In the portion of the one who tears - 9710 bw ipona: 
Jacob prophetically blessed Benjamin: “Benjamin is a 
wolf that tears apart; in the morning he devours the 
prey, and in the evening he divides the spoil” (Genesis 
49:27). This blessing means that the altar upon which 
the offerings would be burned was to be built in the 
portion of Benjamin. The altar is like a wolf, which 
devours everything. Onkelos interprets the continu- 
ation of this verse to mean: In the morning the priests 
will present the offerings. 


Consume one cubit of the portion of Judah — boi 
mare am Sw ipora: Rashi explains that this cubit 
was the same strip referred to by Rabbi Levi bar Hama. 
As explained in a baraita in tractate Yoma (12a), the 
eastern side of the Temple courtyard until the altar 
was in the portion of Judah, and a strip extended into 
the portion of Benjamin from the southeast corner in 
two directions, along the east side of the altar until one 
cubit from the north side, and along the south until 
one cubit from the west side. In tractate Middot (35b) 
it is explained that the base extended along the entire 
northern and western sides of the altar, but extended 
along only one cubit on each of the southern and 
eastern sides, as these two cubits were part of the 
portion of Benjamin. 

Based on Rashi’s explanation, several commentaries 
drew a picture of the base as it appears in most printed 
editions of tractate Middot, with one cubit of base 
extending along both the eastern and southern walls 
of the altar (Birkat HaZevah; Tzon Kodashim). The Panim 
Meirot claims that the cubits being discussed are in fact 
the end face of the northern and western bases, and 
there was no base at all on the eastern or southern 
walls. The Rambam and others also explain the mishna 
in tractate Middot in this manner. 


HALAKHA 

The southeast corner had no base - mmya 17 
stip» ath moat b mpina: The base of the altar did not 
surround “all four sides. Rather, it circumscribed the 
entire north and west sides of the altar, and extended 
a single cubit into the south and east sides. The south- 
east corner did not have a base (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:10). 
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The Gemara comments: This dispute between Rav and Shmuel is 
like a dispute between tanna’im: One might have thought that a 
priest should sprinkle one sprinkling with the blood of a burnt offer- 
ing. To counter this possibility, the verse states: “And sprinkle the 
blood around against the altar that is at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting” (Leviticus 1:5). If the blood must be sprinkled around the 
altar, one might have thought that he should circumscribe the altar 
as one would do with a thread, and sprinkle the blood all around. To 
counter this possibility, the verse states: “Shall present the blood, and 
sprinkle the blood around against the altar” (Leviticus 1:5), and one 
cannot have the blood circumscribe the altar as a thread would with- 
out directly applying it with a finger. How can these verses be recon- 
ciled? He applies the blood in a shape that is similar to that of the 
Greek letter gamma, and its blood requires two sprinklings that are 
four. This opinion accords with the opinion of Shmuel. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yishmael says: It is stated here: “Shall 

present the blood, and sprinkle the blood around against the altar” 
(Leviticus 1:5), and it is stated there, with regard to the sin offering 

sacrificed at the inauguration of the Tabernacle: “And when it was slain, 
Moses took the blood, and put it upon the corners of the altar around 

with his finger” (Leviticus 8:15). Just as there, with regard to the sin 

offering, the blood was placed discretely and with four placements, 
one on each corner, so too here, with regard to a burnt offering, it 

must be placed discretely and with four placements. This opinion 

accords with the opinion of Rav. 


If these offerings are compared to each other, why not say that just 
as there, the blood of the sin offering must have four placements on 
the four corners, so too here, the blood of the burnt offering requires 
four placements on the four corners? You said that a burnt offering 
requires that the blood be placed on a part of the altar that has a 
base," and the southeast corner of the altar had no base" beneath it. 
Therefore, the blood had to be placed on the northeast corner and 
the southwest corner. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that there was no base on the 
southeast corner of the altar? Rabbi Elazar says: Because it was 
not in the portion of land of the one who tears," i.e., the tribe of 
Benjamin, as he is described in the following manner: “Benjamin is 
a wolf that tears apart; in the morning he devours the prey, and in 
the evening he divides the spoil” (Genesis 49:27). As Rav Shmuel, 
son of Rav Yitzhak, says: The altar would consume, i.e., occupy, 
one cubit of the portion of Judah."® The part of the altar in Judah’s 
portion was the southeast corner of the base, and therefore there 
was no base on that corner. 


Rabbi Levi bar Hama says that Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, 
says: A strip of land emerged from the portion of Judah and entered 
into the portion of Benjamin, and the southeast corner of the base 
was on that strip. And the tribe of Benjamin the righteous would 
agonize over it every day, desiring to take it into its portion, due to 
its unique sanctity. As it is stated in Moses’ blessing to the tribe of 
Benjamin: 


BACKGROUND 


The altar would consume one cubit in the portion of Judah - 
may apm bw ipora Spin mana: The base of the altar protruded 
one cubit to the east and one cubit to the south. 


Bar 


Aerial view of the altar 
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“He covers it throughout the day," and He dwells between his 
shoulders” (Deuteronomy 33:12). The term “covers it” is under- 
stood to mean that Benjamin is continually focused upon that site. 
Therefore, Benjamin the righteous was privileged and became 
the host of the Holy One, Blessed be He, as the Holy of Holies 
was built in his portion. As it is stated: “And He dwells between 
his shoulders.” 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: How was the rite 
of a bird burnt offering performed? The priest ascended the 
ramp and turned to the surrounding ledge. When he arrived at 
the southeast corner, the priest would pinch the bird’s head" by 
pinching at its nape with his thumbnail and sever the bird’s head 
from its body, and would squeeze out its blood on the wall of 
the altar. 


The Gemara states its objection: And if you say that the southeast 
corner of the altar had no base, is he merely performing the rite 
in the air," i.e., not within the domain of the altar? Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said: Say that when Eretz Yisrael was apportioned, 
they made this condition: The airspace of what would become 
the southeast part of the altar is in the portion of the tribe of Ben- 
jamin, so the pinching of the bird offering was performed within 
the domain of the altar. But the land was in the portion of the tribe 
of Judah. 


§ The Gemara asks: What does the baraita mean when it states 
that the southeast corner of the altar had no base? Rav says: It is 
with regard to the fact that it had no base built on those sides. Levi 
says: It is with regard to the fact that no blood was sprinkled on 
that side, as the blood was not permitted to be presented there, 
even though there was a physical base. Based on this dispute, each 
of them disagreed as to the correct Aramaic translation of the verse: 

“Benjamin is a wolf that tears apart; in the morning he devours the 
prey, and in the evening he divides the spoil” (Genesis 49:27). Rav 
translates this as: In his portion will the altar be built. Levi trans- 
lates this as: In his portion will the Sanctuary be built, which 
means: A place sanctified for blood. 


The Gemara brings proof for each opinion: Come and hear a proof 
for the explanation of Rav from a mishna (Middot 35b): The base 
of the altar would extend along all of the northern side and along 
all of the western side. It consumed one cubit on the southern 
side and one cubit on the eastern side. This indicates that there 
was no base on most of the southern or eastern sides of the altar. 
The Gemara comments: Levi would explain: What is the meaning 
of the term: Consume? The baraita, as well, is stated with regard 
to consuming blood of the offerings. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof for the explanation 
of Levi from that same mishna: The altar was thirty-two" cubits 
by thirty-two cubits. This indicates that there was a base on all four 
sides, in accordance with the opinion of Levi. Rav could answer: 
Here we are dealing with the measurement from the side. In other 
words, only the northern and western sides were thirty-two cubits 
in length. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof for the explanation 
of Levi from a baraita: It turns out the top of the ramp of the altar 
would overhang one cubit in the air over the base of the altar and 
one cubit over the surrounding ledge. This indicates that it had a 
base on all four sides, as the ramp was on the southern side. Rav 
could answer: Say that the baraita means it would overhang toward 
the place where the base of a cubit would have been, and one cubit 
over the surrounding ledge. 


NOTES 


He covers [hofef] it throughout the day — voy jam 
pin bs: The straightforward meaning of the verse is 
that God covers and protects the tribe of Benjamin. 
The Sages interpret the word hofef to mean rubbing or 
scratching. Just as one may scratch one's hair in thought, 
itis as if to say that Benjamin's thoughts were constantly 
conscious of the location of the altar. 


Is he merely performing the rite in the air - x?1K2 
‘spay pt sam bya: Although the priest would be 
standing on the surrounding ledge, it seems that it is 
accurate to state that the pinching was performed in 
the air and not over the ledge. This is because the sur- 
rounding ledge was only one cubit wide, and the priest 
would pinch the nape of the neck of the bird with his 
right hand, which was further from the altar. There was 
no requirement that the priest ensure that the bird be 
directly above the ledge. In addition, Rashi explains that 
a bird sin offering could be pinched anywhere above 
the red line, including beneath the surrounding ledge. 
Rashi explains that the Gemara’s question is not with 
regard to pinching the nape of the bird in the air of the 
courtyard, but with regard to the blood, which falls on 
he ground and goes to waste instead of reaching the 
base. Alternatively, Hok Natan explains Rashi’s opinion 
hat the concern is with regard to the blood that is 
squeezed onto the side of the altar, which should reach 
he base of the altar and not the floor. Rashi is forced to 
explain that the Gemara’s answer is that the air where 
he base should have been is in the portion of Benjamin, 
and that there must have been some kind of protrusion 
here onto which the blood should fall. 
Rabbeinu Tam rejects Rashi’s explanation. He 
explains that the issue is not the blood that falls on 
he ground and goes to waste, but the actual pinching 
of the nape itself. According to the baraita (64b), the 
pinching must be done on the top of the altar, like the 
burning of the offerings. Failing that, it must be done in 
the air above the altar. The Gemara's answer is that the 
air is part of the tribal portion of Benjamin, and therefore 
it is considered to be the air of the altar. 
Tosafot cite an alternative explanation from Rabbeinu 
Hayyim, based on a version of the baraita that makes 
reference to pouring the remainder of the blood of a 
bird burnt offering on the base of the altar. If so, the 
Gemara’s question is straightforward: If you claim tha 
there was no base there, it turns out that he is pouring 
the blood into the air. According to this explanation o 
the question, the Gemara’s answer is very difficult to 
understand, because not only does one have to posi 
that there was a protrusion from the wall of the altar 
to collect the blood, but also this protrusion must have 
the status of the base of the altar. Tosafot raise additiona 
difficulties with this explanation. 


HALAKHA 
He would pinch the bird's head — Aw ny pin mI: 
What is the rite of the bird burnt offering? The priest 
would ascend the ramp to the southeast corner of the 
surrounding ledge of the altar. He then pinched the 
nape of the bird with his fingernail, completely detach- 
ing its head from its body. Next, he squeezed out the 
blood of the head and of the body on the upper half of 
the altar, i.e., above the red line (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:20). 


The altar was thirty-two, etc. - mwih mat nanag 
^3) DWA: The altar that was constructed by those 
who returned from the Babylonian exile, and the altar 
that will be built in the future, have the dimensions of 
thirty-two cubits by thirty-two cubits (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:5). 
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HALAKHA 
How does one build the altar — nayan ny piia t¥9D: The 
altar is constructed as a solid block with no hollow spaces. 
Large and small stones are placed in a frame, and lime, tar, 
and molten lead are poured into it. The stones for the altar 
were brought from virgin ground or from the Mediterranean 
Sea (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:14, 2:16). 


LANGUAGE 


Damp [mefulamot] - ninan: From the Greek nýwya, 
péloma, meaning mud or moisture. In this context, it is refer- 
ring to moist, muddy stones. 


NOTES 

Pieces of damp [mefulamot] stone - ninnan DIN pbn: 
The stones of the altar must be whole stones, without any 
blemish or scratch. They could not be hewn with a chisel, 
as the verse states: “And there you shall build an altar to the 
Lord your God, an altar of stones; you may not lift up any iron 
tool on them” (Deuteronomy 27:5). Therefore, they would take 
stones that were naturally smooth. In order to ensure that 
no human hand would shape the stones, they would bring 
damp stones, i.e., freshly quarried stone from virgin ground 
(see Middot 36a). The Arukh explains that mefulamot refers to 
strong pieces of stone. He understands that the issue is that 
the altar must be built in a way that ensures its strength and 
sustainability. Tractate Hagiga (12a) discusses damp stone that 
was found at the bottom of the sea. Apparently, this is the 
source for the Rambam's claim that they would bring stones 
from the sea to build the altar. 


Perek V 
Daf 54 Amud b 


—— NOTES 
Were hollow — 971 nian: The Rambam understands that 
the interiors of the corners were completely hollow. Rashi 
explains that each corner had holes in it where the blood of 
sin offerings would be absorbed, according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon (53a). The mishna in 
tractate Sukka (48a) states explicitly that the southwest corner 
had holes in it into which they would pour the wine and 
water libations. 


David and Samuel - Sener ‘11: There is support to the 
claim that it was David and Samuel who selected the site and 
plan of the Temple, as the verse states: “All these that were 
chosen to be porters in the gates were two hundred and 
twelve. These were reckoned by genealogy in their villages, 
whom David and Samuel the seer did ordain in their set office” 
(| Chronicles 9:22). 


Beauty of the world - aiy by ii): The Temple is referred 
to by this name because it embodies the splendor and 
beauty of the world. Furthermore, the Sages said concern- 
ing the Temple built by Herod: One who has not seen Herod's 
building has never seen a beautiful building in his life (Bava 
Batra 4a). 


HALAKHA 

He places something under - Amira a maT: When 
constructing the altar, stone, lime, and plaster are poured into 
a frame. A block of wood or stone is placed on the southeast 
base and similarly inside each of the corners of the altar. 
Once the stone has hardened and the frame is removed, 
these blocks are removed so that the southeast corner has 
no base, and the corners are hollow (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:16). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof, as Levi teaches in 

a baraita: How does one build the altar?" He brings a square 

wooden frame, which is thirty-two cubits by thirty-two cubits, 
and its height is one cubit. And he brings pieces of damp 

[mefulamot]: stone," both large and small, which are the main 

components of the altar, which is described as: “An altar of stone” 
(Exodus 20:22). And he brings plaster and molten lead and 

tar, and melts them and pours the mixture into the gaps between 

the stones. And this is the place of the base of the altar. 


And then he brings a square wooden frame, which is thirty 
cubits by thirty cubits, and its height is five cubits. And he 
brings pieces of damp stone, both large and small. And he 
brings plaster and molten lead and tar, and melts them and 
pours the mixture into the gaps between the stones. And then 
he brings a square wooden frame, which is twenty-eight cubits 
by twenty-eight cubits, and its height is three cubits. And he 
brings pieces of damp stone, both large and small. And he brings 
plaster and molten lead and tar, and melts them and pours the 
mixture into the gaps between the stones. And this is the place 
of the arrangement of wood on the altar. 


And then he brings a square wooden frame, which is one cubit 
by one cubit. And he brings pieces of damp stone, both large 
and small. And he brings plaster and molten lead and tar, and 
melts them and pours the mixture into the frame. And this is the 
corner of the altar. And so he does this for each and every corner. 
This baraita indicates that the altar had a base around all four sides. 


The Gemara comments: And if you would say 


that he cuts the base on the southern and western sides after he 
has poured the mixture for the altar and it has dried, it is written 
concerning the altar: “You shall build the altar of the Lord your 
God of unhewn stones; and you shall offer burnt offerings on it 
to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 27:6), so it cannot be cut. 


Rav could answer: This means that he places something under 

the frame, in the place where there is to be no base, and after the 

poured mixture has dried he removes it, leaving the space empty. 
As if you do not say so, how will you explain that which Rav 
Kahana says: The stone interiors of the corners were hollow," 

i.e, there were gaps between the stones, as it is written: “And 

they shall be filled like the basins, like the corners of the altar” 
(Zechariah 9:15)? The verse compares the corners to hollow 
basins. Here too, doesn’t the Merciful One state that the altar 
must be made of “unhewn stones”? If so, how could the corners 

be hollow? Rather, it must be that he places something, e.g., 
sticks and twigs, under the frame and pours the mixture for the 

corners over it, and when it has hardened, removes the sticks 

and twigs, leaving the corners somewhat hollow. Here too, he 

places something under" the frame and later removes it. 


§ Apropos the altar and the Temple, the Gemara relates that 
Rava taught: What is the meaning of that which is written con- 
cerning David: “And he and Samuel" went and dwelt in Naioth. 
And it was told Saul, saying: Behold, David is at Naioth [beNayot] 
in Ramah” (1 Samuel 19:18-19)? But what does Naioth have to 
do with Ramah? They are in two distinct places. Rather, this 
means that they were sitting in Ramah and were involved in 
discussing the beauty [benoyo] of the world," i.e., the Temple. 
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David and Samuel said: It is written: “Then you shall arise, and get 
you up unto the place which the Lord your God shall choose” (Deu- 
teronomy 17:8). This teaches that the Temple is higher than all 
places in Eretz Yisrael. And Eretz Yisrael is higher than all countries. 
They did not know where the highest place in Eretz Yisrael was. 


They brought the book of Joshua. With regard to all of the borders 
of the tribes it is written: “And went down” (see Joshua 15:10, 16:3, 
17:9)" and it is written: “And the border went up to Beth Hoglah” 
(Joshua 15:6), and: “And the border was drawn from the top of the 
mountain to the fountain of the waters of Nephtoah” (Joshua 15:9). 
The verse uses different terms to describe the borders of the portion 
of each tribe. And with regard to the borders of the tribe of Benjamin 
it is written only: “And went up” (Joshua 18:11), but it is not written: 
“And went down.” They said: Conclude from the verses that the 
Temple's place is here, in the portion of Benjamin. 


They thought to build it at Ein Eitam,® which is higher" than any 
other place in the portion of Benjamin. They said: Let us lower it a 
bit, as it is written: “He covers it throughout the day, and He dwells 
between his shoulders” (Deuteronomy 33:12). This indicates that 
the Temple is situated slightly lower, between two peaks. 


And if you wish, say instead that it is learned as a tradition that the 
Sanhedrin is to be located in the portion of Judah," and the place of 
the Divine Presence is to be located in the portion of Benjamin. 
They said: And if we raise it and place it near Ein Eitam it will be too 
distant from the portion of Judah. They said: It is preferable that 
we lower it a bit, as it is written: “He covers it throughout the day, 
and He dwells between his shoulders” (Deuteronomy 33:12). 


And with regard to this matter, that David and Samuel discovered 
the location of the Temple, Doeg the Edomite was jealous" of David, 
as it is written: “Because jealousy for Your House has eaten me 
up” (Psalms 69:10), and it is written: “Lord, remember for David 
all his affliction; how he swore to the Lord, and vowed unto the 
Mighty One of Jacob: I will not come into the tent of my house, nor 
go up into the bed that is spread for me; if I will give sleep to my 
eyes, or slumber to my eyelids; until I find a place for the Lord, 
a dwelling place for the Mighty One of Jacob” (Psalms 132:1-s). 


NOTES 

With regard to all of them it is written: And went 
down, etc. = 13177) NS andra: The commentar- 
ies have struggled to explain ‘this passage, since it 
seems at odds with the biblical text, which uses the 
term “went down" in describing the borders of Ben- 
jamin but not those of some other tribes. Some have 
explained that this statement refers not to the full 
description of the borders of each tribe, but rather 
specifically to the southern border of the portion of 
Judah. Where Judah borders the portion of Benja- 
min, the term “went down” is not used. Where Judah 
borders other tribes, the term is used (see Rashi and 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


At Ein Eitam which is higher - oat DD pya: 
According to the Sages (Yoma 31a and Jerusalem 
Talmud, Yoma 3:8) this was higher than the Temple, 
and from there an aqueduct brought the water to 
the Temple. 


The Sanhedrin is in the portion of Judah - pytmo 
mat ipona: Rashi explains, citing the Sifrei, that this 
is based on the verse: “The scepter shall not depart 
from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, 
as long as men come to Shiloh; and the obedience of 
the peoples shall be to him” (Genesis 49:10). The rul- 
er's staff refers to the Sanhedrin. Since the Sanhedrin 
sat in the Temple in the Chamber of Hewn Stone, the 
Temple had to be adjacent to the portion of Judah. 


And with regard to this matter Doeg the Edomite 
was jealous — 17971 3817 KIRI Tt qay: The verse 
states: “Now a certain man of the servants of Saul 
was there that day, detained before the Lord; and his 
name was Doeg the Edomite, the most important 
of the herdsmen that belonged to Saul” (| Samuel 
21:8). He spoke against the priests of Nov, who helped 
David as he fled from Saul, and he killed them all. 
According to the Sages he was a great Torah scholar, 
but his jealousy led him to attempt to disqualify David 
not only from becoming king but also from being 
part of the Jewish people (see Yevamot 76b). 


Ein Eitam - aby py: Ein Eitam is identified by some as the Atan 
Spring alongside the third of Solomon's pools, approximately 
3 km southwest of Bethlehem. A long aqueduct, the lower 
aqueduct, flows from this and other springs for roughly 20 km, 
winding between the mountains and passing through tunnels 
until it reaches the Temple Mount. The present-day Atan Spring 
is located at an altitude of 760 m above sea level, approxi- 
mately 25 m higher than the Temple Mount. This aqueduct was 
destroyed at the time of the destruction of the Temple, but it 
was later restored and carried water to Jerusalem over the 
course of many generations. The lower aqueduct was Hasmo- 
nean while the upper one was built later, to the west, during 


the Roman era. 


BACKGROUND 


Section of the lower aqueduct in Armon Hanatziv, Jerusalem 


Map of the aqueducts to Jerusalem 
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The verse following those verses states: “We heard of it as being 
in Ephrath; we found it in the field of the wood” (Psalms 132:6). 
Rava explains the meaning of these words: “In Ephrath’; this is a 
reference to Joshua, who came from the tribe of Ephraim. This 
alludes to the fact that David and Samuel were able to locate the 
highest place in Eretz Yisrael based on the book of Joshua. “We 
found it in the field of the wood”; this is a reference to Benjamin, 
as it is written concerning him: “Benjamin is a wolf that tears 
apart; in the morning he devours the prey, and in the evening he 
divides the spoil” (Genesis 49:27). A wolf is a wild animal living in 
the field, and David and Samuel found the location of the Temple 


in the portion of Benjamin. 
MI S HN These are the halakhot of communal peace 
offerings" and guilt offerings." These are 
guilt offerings: The guilt offering for robbery, brought by one 
from whom another demanded payment of a debt and he denied it 
and took a false oath (see Leviticus 5:20-26); the guilt offering for 
unwitting misuse of consecrated property (see Leviticus 5:14-16); 
the guilt offering of an espoused maidservant,’ brought by one 
who engaged in sexual intercourse with a Canaanite maidservant 
betrothed to a Hebrew slave (see Leviticus 19:20-22); the guilt 
offering of a nazirite who became impure via contact with a corpse 
(see Numbers 6:12); the guilt offering of a leper, brought for his 
purification (see Leviticus 14:12); and the provisional guilt offering, 
brought by one who is uncertain as to whether he committed a sin 
that requires a sin offering (see Leviticus 5:17-18). 


Concerning all of these, their slaughter is in the north of the Temple 
courtyard and collection of their blood in a service vessel is in 
the north, and their blood requires two placements that are 
four." And the meat portions of the offering are eaten within the 
curtains," i.e., in the Temple courtyard, by male priests. And they 
are eaten prepared in any manner of food" preparation, on the day 
the offering was sacrificed and during the night that follows, until 
midnight." 


NOTES 


Communal peace offerings - 13 "hw mat: This refers to 
the two sheep brought on the festival of Shavuot along with 
the two loaves. The Torah states concerning them: “And you 
shall offer one he-goat for a sin offering, and two he-lambs in 
their first year for a sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 23:19). 
There are no other communal peace offerings. 


Espoused maidservant - nann anaw: The halakha of the 
espoused maidservant appears in Leviticus (19:20-22), but 
the depiction in the Torah is somewhat vague. The mishna in 
tractate Karetot (11a) presents a dispute between tanna‘im as 


Communal peace offerings and guilt offerings — row ma 
Dinwx1 VAY: All offerings of the most sacred order, including 
guilt offerings and communal peace offerings, must be slaugh- 
tered in the Temple courtyard, north of the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:3). 


Their blood requires two placements that are four — pyy 1127 
YAS IW Nia mw: The blood of a guilt offering and a com- 
munal or individual peace offering must be placed on two 
diagonally opposite corners of the altar, similar to the placement 
of the blood of a burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:6). 


And they are eaten within the curtains — p3 95 Poon 
Dyp: Once the sacrificial portions that must be burned have 
been placed on the altar, the meat of a guilt offering or a com- 


HALAKHA 


to whether this refers to a Canaanite maidservant, or a woman 
who is a half-slave half-free woman. According to accepted 
explanation, an espoused maidservant is a woman who is a 
half-slave half-free woman, e.g., she was owned by two partners 
and one of them freed her. She was subsequently betrothed 
to a Hebrew slave. Since she does not have the same status as 
a betrothed Jewish woman, if someone other than the maid- 
servant's betrothed engages in sexual intercourse with her, he 
is liable to bring a guilt offering whether he acted intentionally 
or unwittingly. 


munal peace offering may be eaten only by male priests in 
the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 9:1, 10:3). 


In any manner of food - Sowa bab: It is permitted to eat the 
meat of offerings with any other food, and to eat it cooked or 
roasted in any manner. It may be seasoned with non- sacred 
spices (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
10:10). 


On the day it was sacrificed and during the night until mid- 
night- nisn ay teh oih: Guilt offerings and communal peace 
offerings may be eaten on the day they are slaughtered and on 
the following night, until dawn. The Sages decreed that it must 
be eaten before midnight, in order to distance oneself from sin 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 10:7-8). 
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G E M A From where do we derive that the communal 

peace offerings, i.e., the two sheep brought on 
Shavuot, require slaughter in the north" of the Temple courtyard? The 
Gemara answers: As Rabba bar Rav Hanan taught before Rava: The 
passage in the Torah discussing the offerings of Shavuot states: “And 
you shall offer one he-goat for a sin offering, and two male sheep in 
their first year for a sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 23:19). The 
peace offerings are juxtaposed with the sin offering. Just as the sin 
offering must be slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard, 
so too, communal peace offerings must be slaughtered in the north 
of the Temple courtyard. 


Rava said to him: But from where is the requirement to slaughter 
a sin offering in the north of the Temple courtyard derived? It is 
derived from its juxtaposition with a burnt offering, as the verse 
states: “Speak to Aaron and to his sons, saying: This is the law of the 
sin offering: In the place where the burnt offering is slaughtered shall 
the sin offering be slaughtered before the Lord; it is most holy” (Levit- 
icus 6:18). In the realm of consecrated matters, can a matter derived 
via a juxtaposition then teach its halakha via a juxtaposition? The 
Gemara (49b) demonstrates that it cannot. 


Rava explains: Rather, the source that communal peace offerings must 
be slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard is derived from 
that which Rav Mari, son of Rav Kahana, teaches: The verse states: 
“Also in the day of your gladness, and in your appointed seasons, and 
in your New Moons, you shall blow with the trumpets over your 
burnt offerings, and over your peace offerings; and they shall be to 
you for a memorial before your God: I am the Lord your God” (Num- 
bers 10:10). This verse directly juxtaposes burnt offerings with com- 
munal peace offerings. Just as burnt offerings are offerings of the 
most sacred order, so too, communal peace offerings are offerings 
of the most sacred order." Furthermore, just as a burnt offering 
must be slaughtered in the north of the Temple courtyard, so too, 
communal peace offerings must be slaughtered in the north of the 
Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, what halakha does the first juxtaposition 
between communal peace offerings and the he-goat sin offering 
come to teach? The Gemara answers: It teaches that the halakhot of 
communal peace offerings are like the halakhot of a sin offering. Just 
as a sin offering is eaten only by male priests, so too, communal 
peace offerings are eaten only by male priests. 


Abaye said to Rava: If so, then with regard to a nazirite’s ram, con- 
cerning which it is written in the verse: “And he shall present his 
offering to the Lord, one he-lamb in its first year without blemish 
for a burnt offering, and one ewe-lamb in its first year without 
blemish for a sin offering, and one ram without blemish for a peace 
offering” (Numbers 6:14), so too shall we say that the Torah juxta- 
posed the nazirite’s ram with a sin offering of a nazirite to teach that 
just as a sin offering is eaten only by male priests, so too, a nazirite’s 
ram is eaten only by male priests? As the next mishna states, a 
nazirite’s ram may be eaten by every ritually pure Jew. 


Rava answers: How can these cases be compared?” There, with regard 
to the nazirite’s ram, since it is written: “And the priest shall take the 
foreleg of the ram when it is cooked” (Numbers 6:19), by inference 
one can deduce that the owner may eat all of the remaining portions 
of the animal. 


How can these cases be compared — «mw 1371: The Gemara uses 
this expression to reject a proposed comparison between two cases. 


BACKGROUND 


How can you compare case A, which has one set of circumstances, 
with case B, which has a different set of circumstances? 


NOTES 


From where do we derive that they require 
slaughter in the north — yia¥ 24 P xN: This dis- 
cussion is referring specifically to communal peace 
offerings. With regard to guilt offerings the Torah 
states explicitly that they are offerings of the most 
sacred order, and they must be slaughtered in the 
same place as the burnt offering and may be eaten 
only by male priests (see Leviticus 7:1-6). 


So too communal peace offerings are offerings 
of the most sacred order - wtp nay nbw TIAN 
DWT: Rashi writes that even though ‘the Torah 
does not state specifically that this refers to com- 
munal peace offerings, nevertheless, since it speaks 
of blowing the trumpets while the offering is being 
sacrificed, it must be referring to a communal offer- 
ing, as explained in tractate Arakhin (11b). Some 
question Rashi’s explanation because this principle 
itself is derived from the juxtaposition stated here. 
Some suggest emending the text here to match 
the text in Arakhin so that it reads: So too peace 
offerings are offerings of the most sacred order. 
In other words, the juxtaposition teaches that the 
peace offerings referred to here are those of the 
most sacred order, which can be referring only to 
the communal peace offerings. Individual peace 
offerings are offerings of lesser sanctity (Heshek 
Shlomo). 
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NOTES 
Is called sacred, etc. — 131 "pte "WT: Rashi explains that 
the fact that they are not referred to explicitly as offerings of 
the most sacred order is not sufficient to teach that they are 
merely sacred, since they are juxtaposed with sin offerings, 
which are offerings of the most sacred order. This means 
that although they are juxtaposed with sin offerings, they 
are nevertheless called only “sacred” to teach that they do 
not have the same status as sin offerings. 


Any one of the three offerings — when “any: The nazirite 
would shave even after having brought only his peace 
offering (see Nazir 45a and Rashi here). 


Thanks offering and nazirite’s ram — 13 boxy min: These 
two offerings are types of peace offerings, as is explicitly 
stated in the Torah. A priest receives the breast and thigh as 
a gift, as with all other peace offerings (see Leviticus 7:11-12 
and Numbers 6:14, 20). They are different from the other 
portions of peace offerings in that they may be eaten only 
for one day and one night, and each has additional gifts 
o the priests. For a thanks offering, the priests receive one 
of each type of loaf that is brought with the offering. For 
a nazirite’s ram, the priest also receives the right foreleg of 
he ram, and one loaf and one wafer of the loaves that are 
brought with the ram. 


By the priests, by their wives, etc. - 15) oped pats: 
Rashi cites the source for this from the verse: “And the breast 
of waving and the thigh of heaving you shall eat in a pure 
place; you, and your sons, and your daughters with you; for 
hey are given as your due, and your sons’ due, out of the 
peace offerings of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 10:14). The 
source that the wife of a priest and his slaves may also eat 
hese portions is derived from the juxtaposition of these 
offerings with teruma, and therefore like teruma they may 
be eaten by the priest and his entire household. The Josefta 
states explicitly that anyone who may partake of teruma 
may partake of these offerings (Mahari Kurkus). 


But did they eat the first offerings in a place of impurity — 
box MwA DRI: It is obvious that these were not 

eaten in an impure place, because it is prohibited for one 

to render offerings impure. Therefore, the word “pure” must 

mean that it has a certain degree of purity but is not entirely 

pure. Rashi understands that the derivation is from the use 

of the word “pure” as opposed to the term “sacred place,’ 
which is written in the previous verse with regard to the 

remainders of the meal offering. There it indicates that the 

remainders of the meal offering are eaten in a place that is 

entirely sacred, i.e., the Temple courtyard. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, in any event, the cooked foreleg of the 
nazirite’s ram should be eaten only by male priests. The mishna 


states that the cooked foreleg may be eaten by priests, their wives, 
and their slaves. The Gemara concedes: This is difficult. Based on 
its juxtaposition with the sin offering of a nazirite, the halakha 
should be that only the male priests may eat it, yet that is not 


the case. 
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The Gemara offers another explanation: And if you wish, say that 
the foreleg of the nazirite’s ram is called sacred," but it is not 
called an offering of the most sacred order. Therefore, it cannot 
be juxtaposed with the sin offering ofa nazirite in this regard. The 
Gemara asks: But rather, with regard to what halakha is the 


nazirite’s ram juxtaposed with the sin offering ofa nazirite? Rava 
says: It is juxtaposed to teach that if the nazirite shaved after 
the sacrifice of any one of the three offerings, he has fulfilled 
his obligation after the fact. 
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are offerings of lesser sanctity.’ Their 


slaughter is anywhere in the Temple courtyard, and their blood 
requires two placements that are four, and they are eaten 
throughout the city" of Jerusalem, by every person, i.e., any 
ritually pure Jew, prepared in any manner of food preparation, 
on the day the offering was sacrificed and during the night that 
follows, until midnight. The status of the portion that is sepa- 
rated from them! and given to the priests is similar to theirs; but 


the portion that is separated is eaten by the priests, by their 
wives," and by their children, and by their slaves. 
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GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 
states with regard to the priests: “And 
the breast of waving and the thigh of heaving you shall eat in 


a pure place; you, and your sons, and your daughters with you; 
for they are given as your due, and your sons’ due, out of the 


peace offerings of the children of Israel” (Leviticus 10:14). Rabbi 
Nehemya said: But did they eat the first offerings, mentioned in 
the previous two verses, in a place of impurity?" The previous 
verses make reference to the remainder of the meal offering, which 
also had to be eaten in a pure place. 


That if the nazirite shaved after the sacrifice of any one of 
the three offerings - when Y by mba DNW: A nazirite first 
slaughters his sin offering, then his burnt offering, and finally 
his peace offering. Then, he shaves his hair. If he shaves his hair 
after he slaughters either the burnt offering or the sin offering he 
fulfills his obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:2). 


Thanks offering and nazirite’s ram — 3 boxy Min: The thanks 
offering and the nazirite’s ram are types of peace offerings. Just 
like other offerings of lesser sanctity they may be slaughtered 
and their blood collected anywhere in the Temple courtyard. 
The blood requires two placements that are four (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:2, 6, 9:5). 


Eaten throughout the city — vy bea pare: The thanks offer- 
ing and the nazirite’s ram may be eaten anywhere in the Israelite 
camp, which in later generations meant anywhere in the city 


Offerings of lesser sanctity — obp ww: This category in- 
cludes individual peace offerings, the thanks offering, the 
nazirite’s ram, the firstborn male of a kosher animal, the animal 
tithes, and the Paschal offering. These offerings may be slaugh- 
tered anywhere in the Temple courtyard. With the exception of 
the thanks offering, the nazirite’s ram, and the Paschal offering, 
they may be eaten until, but not including, the night follow- 
ing the day after they were sacrificed. They may be eaten by 
the priests and their wives, children, and slaves, and, with the 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 


of Jerusalem. They may be eaten only on the day they were 
slaughtered and the following night. The Sages decreed that 
they must be eaten before midnight (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:5, 7). 


That is separated from them - om2 oway: The bread that a 
priest waves from the loaves accompanying a thanks offer- 
ing, and similarly the breast and thigh, are called that which is 
elevated from the thanks offering. The cooked leg, along with 
the breast, thigh, and the bread that a priest waves, are called 
that which is elevated from the nazirite’s ram. These are eaten 
by male priests or unmarried daughters of priests, the wives of 
priests, and the slaves of priests, anywhere in the city of Jeru- 
salem, on the day of slaughter and the following night, just like 
the portion eaten by the owners (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:12, 10:4-5, 7). 


exception of the offering of a firstborn animal, by the peo- 
ple who bring them and anyone they invite who is ritually 
pure, and if male, circumcised. There is no need to consume 
these offerings within the Temple premises, but they must 
be consumed within the walls of Jerusalem. The prohibition 
against the misuse of consecrated property with regard to 
offerings of lesser sanctity applies only to the portions con- 
sumed on the altar and only after the blood has been presented 
on the altar. 
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Rather, by inference, the word “pure” in this context is referring 
to a place that is to some degree ritually impure, but pure in 
some respects. The priest must eat in a place that is pure due to 
the impurity of a leper, but it may be a place that is impure due 
to the impurity of a man who experiences a gonorrhea-like 
discharge [zav]. And which place is this? This is the Israelites’ 
camp in the wilderness, and, once the Temple was built in Jeru- 
salem, the entire city of Jerusalem. A zav could remain in these 
places, but not a leper. This is the source for the halakha in the 
mishna that these offerings may be eaten anywhere in Jerusalem. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say that the word “pure” is referring 
to a place which is pure from the impurity of a zav and impure 
due to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse? And which place 
is this? This is the Levites’ camp in the wilderness, and, once 
the Temple was built in Jerusalem, the Temple Mount. 


Abaye says that the verse states with regard to the meal offering: 


“And you shall eat it in a sacred place” (Leviticus 10:13). The word 
“it” is a restriction, teaching that one must eat “it,” i.e., the meal 


offering, in a sacred place, i.e., in the camp of the Divine Presence, 
but one is not required to eat another offering, i.e., the breast of 
waving and the thigh of heaving, ina sacred place. This removes 
the portions from the camp of the Divine Presence, to be eaten in 
the Levites’ camp. Then it is written: “You shall eat in a pure 
place,” which removes the portions from the Levites’ camp, to 
be eaten in the Israelites’ camp. 


Rava says a different explanation: “It,” i.e., the meal offering, must 
be eaten ina sacred place, but one is not required to eat another 
offering, i.e., the breast of waving and the thigh of heaving, in a 
sacred place. This verse removes the portions completely from 
any pure place, and according to this stage of Rava’s interpretation, 
these portions may be eaten anywhere. Then the Merciful One 
wrote: “You shall eat in a pure place,’ which brings it into the 
Israelites’ camp, which is a pure place, relative to everywhere 
outside it. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say that the verse brings it into 
the Levites’ camp, which is also referred to as pure? The Gemara 
answers: We bring it into one camp, adjacent to the area outside 
the encampment of the Jewish people, but we do not bring it 
into two camps. 


The Gemara asks: If so, also with regard to removing it, why 
not say that we remove it to one place, but we do not remove 
it from two places? Accordingly, the initial derivation should be 
to eat it in the Israelites’ camp. And furthermore, it is written: 


“You may not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain, or of 


your wine, or of your oil, or the firstborn of your herd or of your 

flock, nor any of your vows which you vow, nor your gift offerings, 
nor the offering of your hand” (Deuteronomy 12:17). This verse 

negates the possibility that an offering may be eaten “in your gates,” 
i.e, outside of Jerusalem. Rather, it is clear that the source for 

the ruling of the baraita is in accordance with the explanation 

of Abaye. 


MI S HNA Peace offerings" are offerings of lesser 


sanctity. Their slaughter is anywhere in 
the Temple courtyard," and their blood requires two place- 
ments that are four, and they are eaten throughout the city of 
Jerusalem, by every person, i.e., any ritually pure Jew, prepared 
in any manner of food preparation, for two days and one night, 
i.e., the day on which they are slaughtered, the following day, and 
the intervening night. The status of the portion that is separated 
from them and given to the priests is similar to theirs; but the 
portion that is separated is eaten by the priests, by their wives, 
and by their children, and by their slaves. 


HALAKHA 

Peace offerings - Dw: Peace offerings may be slaugh- 
tered anywhere in the Temple courtyard. Their blood 
must be sprinkled on the two diagonally opposite cor- 
ners of the altar. They may be eaten anywhere in the 
city of Jerusalem on the day they were slaughtered, the 
following night, and the next day until sunset. This time 
restriction applies both to the parts eaten by the owner 
of the offering, and the parts eaten by the priests, i.e., the 
breast and the thigh. The priests’ portion may be eaten by 
male priests or unmarried daughters of priests, the wives 
of priests, and their slaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:4, 6, 10:4-6). 


NOTES 
Their slaughter is anywhere in the Temple courtyard, 
etc. — 13) Wa Dip dpa pwm: The Torah does not 
require that they be slaughtered in the north of the 
courtyard in the place of the burnt offering. Their blood 
requires two placements on two diagonal corners of the 
altar, like a burnt offering, since the Torah uses the term 


“around” (see 53b). They may be eaten anywhere in the 


city of Jerusalem, as the Gemara derives with regard to 
the thanks offering. They may be eaten for two days and 
one night, as the Torah states explicitly: “But if the sacrifice 
of his offering be a vow, or a gift offering, it shall be eaten 
on the day that he offers his sacrifice; and on the morrow 
that which remains of it may be eaten” (Leviticus 7:16). 


11/1 PD: ZEVAHIM: PEREKV-S5A 311 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek V 
Daf55 Amud b 


312 


ZEVAHIM ' PEREK V: 55B: 371711 p15 


Dax nna ioner pa un 3 
sayin bate nah inks ony ayin 
ryn bix nad inin ony 


Dp DOTA nina a ny PWT 
DWT WT TD Towy nin bp 
nwo - nina baa won be 
boa nwamw Dp DWR iasa 

Fiara NEY PT ives - NIN 


DNI MRI x5 NIK WYDR 93 
pI Kom biow ox womb why 
boa nwa DYP DTP mm xa 
wtp bynes pip wart x) — nina 
ne Kbv DUTP WTP DUT 
sworn KDW pI iny - jaxa KYN 
anb mbn 2mp DWTS pipa 

rawin ae 


ap KAP xan ban xp naa 
IIT ai TIPIDIR xnbn 
pry EYW- mayin BY nna 
Kh iayy pty py biat - am 

NTP PW 


yar mand - ana Ww dy an 
ox Yv- mwin Uae nna 
KY PITIS py pty woh - m 

TP PIP 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard 


to cattle peace offerings, the verse states: 
“Andhe shall lay his hand upon the head of his offering, and slaugh- 
ter it at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2). 
With regard to sheep peace offerings the verse states: “And he 
shall lay his hand upon the head of his offering, and slaughter 
it before the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:8). With regard to 
goat peace offerings the verse states: “And he shall lay his hand 
upon the head ofit, and slaughter it before the Tent of Meeting” 
(Leviticus 3:13). 


This repetition serves to render fit all directions of the Temple 
courtyard for the slaughter of offerings of lesser sanctity. From 
here one can derive an a fortiori inference to permit slaughter in 
the north of the Temple courtyard: Just as the rites of slaughtering 
offerings of the most sacred order, which are not rendered fit 
in all directions, are rendered fit in the north, with regard to the 
rites of slaughtering offerings of lesser sanctity, which are ren- 
dered fit in all directions, is it not logical that they are rendered 
fit in the north? 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The repetition of the verse is stated only to 
render fit slaughter in the north. As one might have thought: 
And could this not be derived through logical inference? Just 
as with regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, whose slaughter 
is rendered fit in any direction, nevertheless their place is not 
rendered fit for the slaughter of offerings of the most sacred 
order, with regard to offerings of the most sacred order, whose 
slaughter is rendered fit only in the north, is it not logical 
that their place should not be rendered fit for the slaughter 
of offerings of lesser sanctity? Therefore, the verse states: “Tent 
of Meeting,” to teach that offerings of lesser sanctity may be 
slaughtered in the north. 


The Gemara clarifies: With regard to what do they disagree? The 
first tanna holds that three verses are written. One verse serves 
to teach the halakha itself, that we require that the slaughter 
take place at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting." And one 
verse serves to render fit slaughter at the sides, i.e., the entire 
length of the Temple courtyard eastward from the entrance, and 
not only that part which is directly in front of the entrance. And 
one verse serves to disqualify the sides of the sides," i.e., those 
parts of the courtyard that are not in front of the entrance at all. 
And it was not necessary to have a verse teach the fitness of 
slaughtering in the north, as it can be derived via an a fortiori 
inference. 


And Rabbi Fliezer holds that one verse is necessary to teach the 
halakha itself, that we require slaughter at the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting. And one verse serves to render fit slaughter 
in the north of the courtyard. And one verse serves to render 
fit slaughter at the sides of the courtyard. But according to him, 
it was not necessary to have a verse teach that the sides of the 
sides are not fit for the slaughter of the offering. 


NOTES 


That we require slaughter at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting - “Yin batts nna vat: The Gemara subsequently 
explains that if the entrance to the Sanctuary is not open, one 
may not slaughter peace offerings (Rashi). The Ra'avad suggests 
that the intent is merely that the offering must be slaughtered 
in the Temple courtyard. 


To disqualify the sides of the sides — pt1¥ "x bioa: Rashi 
explains that this refers to the chambers which were in the 


Temple courtyard, as explained in the Gemara (56a). Although 
they are built in the sacred area and open into the sacred area, 
they are still not considered part of the Temple courtyard itself. 
Tosafot, cited in the Shita Mekubbetzet, write that even accord- 
ing to this opinion there is no need to exclude the chambers, 
because they are not part of the courtyard. Rather, the term: 
Sides of the sides, should be understood as it is explained, i.e., as 
referring to any part of the courtyard that is not to the east of the 
entrance of the Sanctuary, but rather to the west. 
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§ The Gemara asks: What is different here that it is written: 

“At the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2), and 
what is different there that it is written: “Before the Tent of 
Meeting” (Leviticus 3:8, 13)? The Gemara answers: This teaches 
us a matter in accordance with that which Rav Yehuda says 
that Shmuel says. As Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Peace 
offerings that one slaughtered in the Temple before the doors 
of the Sanctuary were opened" are disqualified, as it is stated 
with regard to peace offerings: “And he shall slaughter it at the 
entrance to the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2), which teaches 
that it must be slaughtered when the entrance is open and serves 
as an actual entrance, and not when it is locked. As long as the 
entrance to the Tent of Meeting, or in the Temple the doors to 
the Sanctuary, remain closed, one may not sacrifice the peace 
offerings, and if they are sacrificed, they are disqualified. 


It was also stated: Mar Ukva bar Hama says that Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Hanina, says: Peace offerings that one slaughtered 
before the doors of the Sanctuary were opened are disqualified, 
as it is stated in the verse: “He shall slaughter it at the entrance 
to the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2). This means when the 
entrance of the Sanctuary is open, and not when it is locked. 


In the West,’ Eretz Yisrael, they teach this halakha like this: Rav 
Ya’akov bar Aha says that Rav Ashi says: Peace offerings that one 
slaughtered before the doors of the Sanctuary were opened are 
disqualified. And in the Tabernacle, which had no doors, peace 
offerings that were slaughtered before the Levites erected the 


Tabernacle or after the Levites dismantled the Tabernacle are 
disqualified. 


The Gemara comments: It is obvious that if the door is closed 
but not locked it has the same status as if it were locked." The 
Gemara asks: If there is a curtain covering the entrance, what is 
the halakha? Rabbi Zeira says: A curtain itself is made only to 
be used like an open entrance," and therefore it is not considered 
as if the entrance is closed. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha if a tall item is blocking the 
entrance? The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof that a tall 
item does not render an entrance as closed, as it is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: There were 
two wickets, i.e., openings, in the Chamber of Knives,‘® and 
their height was eight cubits. The function of these openings was 
in order to render fit the entire Temple courtyard for the eating 
of offerings of the most sacred order, and to render fit all of 
the Temple courtyard for the slaughter of offerings of lesser 
sanctity. Due to the openings, the western area of the courtyard 
was considered to be “before the Tent of Meeting.” 


BACKGROUND 


The West - sawn: In the Babylonian Talmud, Eretz Yisrael is referred 


to as the West, since it is southwest of Babylonia. In later periods, 
the customs in Eretz Yisrael were referred to as western customs, as 


opposed to the eastern customs of Babylonia. 


The Chamber of Knives - moon ma: 


the image. The conclusion of the Gemara is 
corners; see number 2. 


nitially the Gemara 
assumes that the wickets were in the western wall of the Cham- 
ber of Knives; see the two places where the number 1 appears in 
hat they were in the 
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Wickets in the Chamber of Knives 


HALAKHA 


Peace offerings that one slaughtered in the 
Temple before the doors of the Sanctuary were 
opened -b977 ninbrainnsw DTP enww myw: 
Peace offerings that were slaughtered before the 
doors of the Temple courtyard were opened are 
disqualified. This is in accordance with the statement 
of Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 5:5). 


Closed as if it were locked - %3% Tya aana: If the 
doors of the Temple courtyard were closed but not 
locked, it is nevertheless considered as if they are 
locked. A curtain over the door does not disqualify 
the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:5). 


NOTES 


It is made only like an open entrance — nwy px 
ming nna Koy: In other words, a curtain is only 
for purposes of modesty, yet the entrance remains 
open (Rashi). 


The Chamber of Knives - moon ma: The Entrance 
Hall of the Sanctuary was fifteen cubits wider than 
the Sanctuary to the north and the south. This was 
known as the Chamber of Knives because the knives 
for slaughtering were stored there. Each priestly 
watch had its own compartment in which it stored 
its knives (see Middot 37a). According to Rashi, the 
Tosefta explains that the two wickets were on the 
western side, i.e., the back of these two wings, one 
to the northwest and one to the southwest. In this 
way the entire Temple courtyard was considered to 
be “before the Tent of Meeting,’ i.e., in front of one of 
the entrances. The entire courtyard was therefore fit 
for the slaughter of offerings of lesser sanctity, and 
for the eating of offerings of the most sacred order. 
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HALAKHA 


All the gates - www bs: All the gates of the Temple court- 
yard were twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 5:5). 


Behind the Hall of the Ark Cover — visa ma yin: From 

where is it derived that offerings of lesser sanctity may be 
slaughtered even behind the Sanctuary? The verse states with 

regard to peace offerings: “And he shall lay his hand upon the 
head of his offering, and slaughter it at the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting’ (Leviticus 3:2). This teaches that it may be slaugh- 
tered in any direction, as the verse did not specify a direction. 
The halakha is the same concerning all other offerings of lesser 
sanctity, in accordance with the conclusion of the discussion 

of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 

HaKorbanot 5:4, and see Kesef Mishne and Radbaz there). 


— NOTES = —HWHW———__ 
That they inserted the wickets in the corner - amy bey 
Dt pa: Some explain that this means that they would 
slaughter the offerings in the corner so that they could see the 
opening of the wickets. In the version of the Gemara text as 
presented by Rashi and the Shita Mekubbetzet, both commen- 
taries understand that this means that the wickets themselves 
were in the corners so that they also opened to the sides. 


BACKGROUND 

One is liable for impurity only - xby TOW DW p» prs: 
The Torah renders it prohibited for one who is ritually impure to 
eat consecrated food (see Leviticus 7:19-20), and to enter the 
Temple (see Numbers 19:20). If one intentionally transgresses 
either of these prohibitions, he is liable to receive karet. If he 
transgresses these prohibitions unwittingly, he must bring an 
offering as atonement. This offering is brought on a sliding 
scale, depending on the financial state of the one bringing 
it. There is a unique aspect to the unwitting transgression of 
these mitzvot: For one to be obligated to bring an offering he 
must have been aware both of his personal status and of the 
sanctity of the Temple or of the consecrated foods involved 
from the outset, prior to transgressing. He must then have 
forgotten one of the factors while transgressing, and must 
remember it afterward. If he was unaware of both factors 
before transgressing, even if he became aware of them after- 
ward, he does not bring an offering. 


Perek V 
Daf56 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
The entire Temple courtyard, etc. — 13) ANYI be: The total 
length of the Temple courtyard was 187 cubits, and the 
width was 135 cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 5:4). 
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The Gemara explains the inference: What, is the reference to 
eight cubits not referring to the fact that in front of the wickets 
there was an obstruction eight cubits high? Nevertheless, the 
area outside of it is considered open to the Chamber of Knives. 
The Gemara answers: No, their height was eight cubits, i.e., the 
wickets themselves were eight cubits high. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this explanation from a mishna 
(Middot 35a), which teaches: All the gates" that were there, in the 
Temple, were twenty cubits high and ten cubits wide. If so, how 
could these wickets be only eight cubits high? The Gemara answers: 
The wickets are different, and they are not considered gates. 


The Gemara questions the ruling of the baraita. How did the wick- 
ets render fit the entire Temple courtyard? But there are the sides, 
i.e., to the north and south of the Chamber of Knives, and the 
wickets faced only to the west. The Gemara answers that they 
inserted the wickets in the corner" of the Chamber, so that one 
opened to the northwest, and one to the northeast. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to the area 
behind the Hall of the Ark Cover," i.e., behind the Sanctuary, 
from where one could not see the entrance of the Temple court- 
yard or the two wickets? The Gemara answers: Come and hear, 
as Rami bar Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: There was a small 
niche behind the Hall of the Ark Cover, which was eight cubits 
high. The function of this niche was in order to render fit the 
entire Temple courtyard for the eating of offerings of the most 
sacred order, and to render fit all of the Temple courtyard for 
the slaughter of offerings of lesser sanctity. And this is as it is 
written: “For the precinct westward, four at the causeway, and 
two at the precinct” (1 Chronicles 26:18). What is the meaning of 
the term: “For the precinct [laparbar]”? Rabba bar Rav Sheila 
said: It is like one who says: Facing outward [kelappei bar]. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: One is liable for entering 
the Temple courtyard in a state of ritual impurity only® with 
regard to 


an area whose length is 187 cubits by 135 cubits in width. 


A tanna taught a baraita before Rav Nahman: The entire Temple 
courtyard" was 187 cubits in length by 135 cubits in width. Rav 
Nahman said to the tanna: My father’ said this to me: In an area 
such as this, the priests enter there and eat offerings of the most 
sacred order there, and slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity 
there, and are liable due to entering in a state of ritual impurity. 


PERSONALITIES 


The father of Rav Nahman - jana abv vay: Rav Nahmans Nahman’ father taught him most of the Torah that he learned 


father was named Ya'akov, and the Jerusalem Talmud always 
refers to Rav Nahman as Rav Nahman bar Ya'akov. The Babylo- 
nian Talmud simply calls him Rav Nahman (see Ketubot 104b). 
The Talmud (Bava Metzia 16b) relates that Rav Nahman’s father 
was a scribe in the court of Shmuel, and he would often take 
Rav Nahman with him when he was a child. It appears that Rav 


as a child, and Rav Nahman would cite his father as an author- 
ity (see Beitza 24b). Although there are no explicit statements 
in the Talmud from Rav Nahman’s father, it appears from this 
story and others that he was one of the leading Sages of his 
generation. He would teach his son not only Mishna but also 
other Torah subjects. 
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The Gemara asks: These specific dimensions serve to exclude 
what? If we say they are stated to exclude the windows, doors, and 
thickness of the wall, we learn the opposite in a mishna (Pesahim 
85b): The windows in the wall and the thickness of the wall" 
are considered as though they are inside" the Temple courtyard. 


But rather, they are stated to exclude the chambers" in the Temple 
courtyard. The Gemara asks: And if it is referring to chambers 
that are built in the non-sacred area, which is outside this desig- 
nated space, and open to the sacred area, but didn’t we learn in a 
mishna (Ma‘aser Sheni 3:8): The inside of chambers that are built 
in the sacred area but are open to the non-sacred area is non-sacred, 
but their roofs are sacred. If they are built in a non-sacred area 
and open to a sacred area, their interior is sacred" and their 
roofs are non-sacred? The Gemara answers: They have sanctity 
by rabbinic law." 


The Gemara asks: And do they not have sanctity by Torah law? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to the chambers that 
are built in the non-sacred area of the Temple Mount and open 
to the sacred area, from where is it derived that the priests enter 
there and eat there offerings of the most sacred order and the 
remainders of meal offerings? The verse states with regard to a 
meal offering: “It shall be eaten without leaven in a holy place; in 
the courtyard of the Tent of Meeting they shall eat it.” (Leviticus 
6:9). The verse could have simply stated: “In a holy place,” which 
indicates the courtyard. By also stating: “In the courtyard of the 
Tent of Meeting,’ the Torah amplified many courtyards with 
one type of eating, i.e., of the meal offering. If the chambers do not 
have sanctity by Torah law, the Sages would not have permitted 
the priests to eat offerings of the most sacred order there. 


Rava said: The halakha concerning eating is different. The Torah 
specifically includes these chambers in addition to the Temple 
courtyard itself for eating offerings of the most sacred order. By 
contrast, with regard to slaughtering offerings of lesser sanctity 
and the punishment for entering the courtyard in a state of ritual 
impurity, these chambers are not considered sacred by Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to ritual impurity, is one not 
liable to receive karet for entering these chambers? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: With regard to the chambers that are built in 
the non-sacred area and that open to the sacred area, priests 
enter there and eat offerings of the most sacred order there, 
but may not slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity there, and are 
liable to receive karet due to ritual impurity if they enter there 
while ritually impure? 


Rava could answer: Did you not say in the baraita that they may 
not slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity in those chambers? If so, 
emend the text of the baraita and teach also: They are not liable 
to receive karet for entering in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara challenges: Granted, the priests may not slaughter 
there, because slaughtering an offering requires that it be per- 
formed before the entrance of the Temple courtyard, and if he 
slaughters it inside a chamber, it is not. But why would they not 
be liable for entering there in a state of ritual impurity? 


The windows and the thickness of the wall are as though 
they are inside - Da3 mainm aiy nisbi: The windows and 
width of the walls are considered as if they are inside the Temple 
courtyard both with regard to eating offerings of the most sacred 
order and with regard to ritual impurity. The Ra'avad points out, 
based on the discussion in Pesahim (86a), that this is the halakha 
only when they are level with the ground of the courtyard. Some 
write that the Rambam agrees with this (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Maʻaseh HaKorbanot 10:5 and Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:9, and see 


Kesef Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 


HALAKHA 
Their interior is sacred, etc. — 3) W'Tip j2: The chambers that 
were built in the non-sacred part of the Temple Mount but that 
opened into the sacred part are considered to be sacred with 
regard to eating offerings of the most sacred order. Despite this, 
one may not slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity there. One 
who enters there in a state of ritual impurity is exempt. This is in 
accordance with the opinion expressed in the baraita, based on 
Rava's explanation and in accordance with the conclusion of the 
Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:8). 


NOTES 
The windows and the thickness of the wall — niban 
main I: This refers to the thickness of the opening 
of the window space, and similarly the thickness of the 
wall above (Rashi). 


Chambers — mow: There were many chambers in the 


Temple with many different uses. Among them were six 


chambers on the sides of the Sanctuary described in 
he mishna in tractate Middot (37b). The principle is that 
he status of the chamber is based on the location of its 
entrance. If it opens into the sacred part of the Temple, 
he chamber is sacred. If it opens into a non-sacred part, 
he chamber is not sacred. If it has two openings, one 
o a sacred part and one to a non-sacred part, the part 
of the chamber that is built within the boundary of the 
sacred area is sacred, and the part which is outside has 
he status of the rest of the Temple Mount. 


By rabbinic law — payma: Rashi explains that this sanctity 
is with regard to ritual impurity. Although the Sages 
prohibited one from entering there in a state of ritual 
impurity so as to prevent one from entering from there 
into the Temple courtyard, nevertheless, they were not 
sanctified with the sanctity of the Temple Mount such 
that one would be liable to receive karet for entering 
there while impure. The Torah prohibits slaughtering 
offerings of lesser sanctity there, as explained in the 
Gemara. 
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NOTES 

And for eating do we not require before the 
entrance — D37 tap va xd mayb: Based 
on this explanation of the baraita, that it applies 
whether it is before the entrance or not, it can be 
inferred that with regard to eating the offerings 
the same halakha should apply. In other words, 
the offerings may be eaten in any place, even not 
before the entrance. Accordingly, a challenge to 
this ruling can be raised from another baraita (Tzon 
Kodashim; see Hok Natan). 


HALAKHA 


From where is it derived that the blood of offer- 
ings becomes disqualified at sunset — ob pn 
mana nwpwa bpaaw: The blood of an offering 
may be presented only on the day of the slaughter, 
as the verse states: “It shall be eaten on the day 
that he offers his sacrifice; and on the morrow that 
which remains of it may be eaten” (Leviticus 7:16). 
Once the sun has set, the blood is disqualified and 
the offering is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:1 and Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:37). 
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The Gemara answers: And according to your reasoning, when it 
teaches that they may not slaughter there, are we not dealing even 
with a case in which there is an act of slaughter performed before the 
entrance, i.e., the entrance to the chamber directly faced the entrance 
of the Temple? As if not, for what purpose was it necessary to teach 
this at all? Rather, even though he slaughters the offering before the 
entrance, the baraita teaches that a priest may not slaughter offerings 
in the chambers because that area is not sacred. If so, teach also that 
they are not liable to receive karet for entering the chambers in a state 
of ritual impurity, as they are not sacred. 


The Gemara asks: And for eating an offering, do we not require that 
this take place before the entrance” of the Temple courtyard? But 
isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: 
There were two wickets in the Chamber of Knives, and their height 
was eight cubits; the function of these openings was in order to ren- 
der fit the entire Temple courtyard for the eating of offerings of the 
most sacred order, and to render fit all of the Temple courtyard for 
the slaughter of offerings of lesser sanctity? Ravina said: Remove 
from here the clause concerning eating. The eating of offerings does 
not have to take place before the entrance of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the offerings 
brought at the inauguration of the Tabernacle: “And Moses said to 
Aaron and to his sons: Cook the meat at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting; and eat it there” (Leviticus 8:31). This indicates that the 
eating of offerings had to be at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. 
The Gemara answers: Offerings that were sacrificed only one time are 
different. Since they were specifically commanded for just that time, 
one cannot derive from there any halakhot with regard to offerings 
in general. 


§ Rav Yitzhak bar Avudimi says: From where is it derived that the 
blood of offerings becomes disqualified at sunset" and can no longer 
be presented on the altar? This is as it is stated in the verse: “But if 
the sacrifice of his offering be a vow, or a gift offering, it shall be 
eaten on the day that he sacrifices his offering [zivho], and on the 
morrow” (Leviticus 7:16). This means that on the day that you slaugh- 
ter [zove‘ah] the offering you sacrifice it on the altar and present its 
blood. But on the day that you do not slaughter the offering you may 
not sacrifice it and present its blood. 


The Gemara challenges: But he requires this verse 


for the matter itself, to teach that a peace offering may be eaten for 
only two days? The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse state: On the 
day he slaughters it shall it be eaten, and the following day. Why 
do Ineed the verse to add the term “that he sacrifices it”? Conclude 
from the wording of the verse that on the day that you slaughter the 
offering you sacrifice the blood on the altar, but on a day that you do 
not slaughter the offering you do not sacrifice the blood on the altar. 


The Gemara questions this proof: But perhaps this is what the Merci- 
ful One is saying: If the blood is sacrificed today, i.e., the day the 
offering was slaughtered, the meat may be eaten today and tomorrow. 
If the blood is sacrificed tomorrow, the meat may be eaten tomor- 
row and the following day. The Gemara answers: If so, let the verse 
state: On the day it is sacrificed it shall be eaten, and the following 
day. Why do I need the verse to state: “That he sacrifices his offering”? 
Conclude from the wording of the verse that on the day that you 
slaughter the offering you sacrifice the blood on the altar, but on a 
day that you do not slaughter the offering you do not sacrifice the 
blood on the altar. 
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§ It was stated: With regard to one who slaughters a peace offer- 
ing and intends to eat it on the evening preceding the third day," 
Hizkiyya says: The offering is valid, and it is not disqualified due to 
his intention to eat it after its designated time [piggul]. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: It is disqualified.” The Gemara explains: Hizkiyya 
says that the offering is valid because on the evening preceding 
the third day, the peace offering has not yet been removed from its 
previous status and designated for burning." A peace offering is not 
burned until the third morning, as the verse states: “It shall be eaten 
the same day you offer it, and on the following day; and if anything 
remain until the third day, it shall be burned with fire” (Leviticus 19:6). 
Rabbi Yohanan says it is disqualified, because it has been rejected 
from being eaten. 


These two amora’im have the same dispute concerning a similar mat- 
ter: With regard to one who eats a peace offering on the evening 
preceding the third day," Hizkiyya says: He is exempt from karet, 
because the offering has not yet been removed from its previous 
status and designated for burning. And Rabbi Yohanan says: He is 
liable to receive karet, because it has been rejected from being eaten. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: With regard to sacrificial animals that may be eaten for 
one day, if one intends to present their blood after sunset, or if one 
intends to eat their meat or to sacrifice their sacrificial portions after 
the first rays of dawn, the offering is considered to be piggul and is 
disqualified. With regard to sacrificial animals that may be eaten for 
two days and one night, if one intends to present their blood after 
sunset, or if one intends to sacrifice their sacrificial portions after 
the first rays of dawn, or if one intends to eat their meat after sunset 
following the second of the two days, the offering is considered to be 
piggul and is disqualified. 


The Gemara cites another baraita on this topic. The Sages taught: 
One might have thought that peace offerings, which may be eaten for 
two days, may also be eaten on the evening preceding the third day. 
And this is the conclusion of a logical inference: Other offerings, 
e.g., thanks offerings, are eaten for one day, and peace offerings are 
eaten for two days. Just as with regard to offerings that are eaten for 
one day, the night follows the previous day, i.e., the offering may 
be eaten during the day and the subsequent night, so too, with regard 
to peace offerings that are eaten for two days, say that the night 
follows the day, and rule that they may be eaten on the night after 
the second day. 


To counter this logic, the verse states: “And when you sacrifice a 
peace offering to God, you shall sacrifice it of your own will. It shall 
be eaten the same day you sacrifice it, and on the next day; and if 
any remains until the third day," it shall be burned with fire” (Leviti- 
cus 19:5-6). This teaches that it may be eaten while it is still daytime, 
i.e, during the second day, but it may not be eaten on the evening 
preceding the third day. 


The baraita continues: If a peace offering may not be eaten beyond 
the second day, one might have thought that it should be burned 
immediately after the conclusion of the second day, and this too is 
the conclusion of a logical inference: Other offerings are eaten for 
one day, and peace offerings are eaten for two days. Just as with 
regard to offerings that are eaten for one day, immediately after the 
conclusion of their permitted time for eating should their burning“ 
commence, on the morning of the second day, so too, with regard to 
peace offerings that are eaten for two days say that immediately 
after the conclusion of their permitted time for eating should their 
burning commence, at night after the second day. 


To counter this logic, the verse states: “And if any remains of the 


flesh of the sacrifice on the third day, it shall be burned with fire” 


(Leviticus 7:17), meaning: You must burn it during the day," but you 
may not burn it during the night. 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


One who intends to eat it on the evening pre- 
ceding the third day, etc. - why rind awm 
^3): If one slaughters an offering with the intent 
of presenting the blood after sunset, which is not 
the correct time for this rite, or with the intent of 
burning a part of it the following day, after dawn, 
which is not the appropriate time for that rite, or to 
eat a part of it after its designated time, the offering 
is piggul. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, who holds that piggu! follows 
the time of eating. What is the appropriate time for 
eating peace offerings? It is the day that the offering 
is sacrificed, that night, and the following day until 
sunset. This applies both to the portions eaten by 
the priests and the portions eaten by the one who 
brings the offering. This is also the halakha for ani- 
mal tithe offerings and a firstborn offering, which, 
like peace offerings, are offerings of lesser sanctity 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
131 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:6). 


One who eats it on the evening preceding the 
third day - nb sind daiwa: One who inten- 
tionally eats meat ‘that is notar is liable to receive 
karet. If he ate it unwittingly he must bring a sin 
offering. From when is one liable for eating notar? 
For offerings of the most sacred order, one is liable 
immediately after dawn on the day after the offer- 
ing was sacrificed. For offerings of lesser sanctity, 
one is liable from sunset on the second day, which 
is the beginning of the night of the third day. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:10). 


You burn it during the day - ‘aviv nay Diva: Notar 
may be burned only during the day (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:4). 


NOTES 
Disqualified - bape: The offering is disqualified. 
To be more specific, it is piggul, like any offering 
slaughtered with intent to eat it beyond its desig- 
nated time. One who eats such an offering inten- 
tionally is liable to receive karet. One who eats it 
unwittingly brings a sin offering. 


Because it has not yet been removed from its 
previous status and designated for burning - 
mary PYY xb si: According to Hizkiyya, even 
hough the meat of the peace offering is no longer 
permitted to be eaten, nevertheless, it is rendered 
piggul only if one intends to eat it beyond the time 
hat the meat becomes notar, i.e., leftover. As long 
as the mitzva to burn the remaining flesh does not 
ake effect, it does not have the status of notar. 


The verse states: And if any remains until the 
third day - ov ty anism vaih saab: Rashi explains 
hat it is as if the verse had stated: On the day that 
you slaughter it you may eat it, and the following 
day, and any that remains until the day. This means 
hat it must be eaten while it is still daylight and 
not afterward. Tosafot understand that it means 
until the third day, i.e. up to, but not including. 
This teaches that it may not be eaten at all on the 
hird day. 


Immediately after their time for eating is their 
burning - 79W TPY 42m: Rashi writes that 
his is derived from the verse stated with regard 
o the inauguration of the Tabernacle: “And if any 
of the flesh of the consecration, or of the bread, 
remain until the morning, then you shall burn the 
remainder with fire; it shall not be eaten, because it 
is holy” (Exodus 29:34). This means that immediately 
after the designated time for eating has concluded, 
the leftover flesh must be burned. 
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offering, and the Paschal offering" are 


offerings of lesser sanctity. Their slaughter is anywhere in the 
Temple courtyard," and their blood requires one placement, 
provided that the priest places it so that the blood goes on the 


NH 


base of the altar. 
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The halakha differs with regard to their consumption. The first- 
born offering is eaten by the priests, and the animal tithe offer- 
ing is eaten by any person," i.e., any ritually pure Jew. And they 
are eaten throughout the city™ of Jerusalem, prepared in any 


we manner of food preparation, for two days’ and one night. The 


midnight," 


Paschal offering is eaten only at night," and it is eaten only until 
and it is eaten only by its registrants," i.e., those 


who registered in advance to partake of the offering, and it is eaten 
only roasted," not prepared in any other manner. 


The firstborn offering, the animal tithe offering, and the 
Paschal offering - nosam Wwyam i237: In Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna it is explained that these three offerings 
are included in the category of peace offerings. The verse states: 
“This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of 
the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecration 
offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). 
Since the firstborn offering, animal tithe offering, and Paschal 
offering are not listed separately, they must be included within 
he general category of peace offerings. This explanation also 
provides a source for many of the halakhot of these offerings 
hat are not discussed by the Gemara. Rashi and Tosafot attempt 
o find the sources for these halakhot. 


Requires one placement — nny mama py: Unlike with regard to 
peace offerings, the Torah does not state “around” with regard to 
he placement of the blood of these three offerings, and there- 
ore they require only a single placement of blood. 


And the animal tithe offering by any person — Dha WAN: 
The Torah does not mention that the animal tithe offering must 
be given to the priests. With regard to a firstborn offering the 
Torah does specify that it belongs to the priests. 


Throughout the city - Yyy boa: Rashi explains that the source 
or this halakha is the verse: “And you shall bring there your burnt 
offerings, and your offerings, and your tithes, and the offering 
of your hand, and your vows, and your gift offerings, and the 


Their slaughter is anywhere in the Temple courtyard - pwn 
mya nipa boa: Offerings of lesser sanctity may be slaughtered 
anywhere | in theTemple courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:4). 


Their blood requires one placement — ON man pyy pat: The 
blood of an animal tithe offering or a Paschal offering requires 
one pouring toward the base of the altar. This can be on any 
of the three sides of the altar that have a base. From where is 
it derived that they require only one pouring? The verse states: 
“Sprinkle their blood on the altar” (Numbers 18:17), with regard to 
firstborn offerings. The Sages had a tradition that the halakha is 
the same for animal tithe offerings and Paschal offerings (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:6). 


The firstborn offering is eaten by the priests and the animal 
tithe offering is eaten by any person - Diay bay) vi3a7 
oi bab wya: After the blood of a firstborn animal or animal 
tithe has been sprinkled, the skin is flayed, the inner portions 
that are to be burned on the altar are removed, and they are 
salted and burned on the altar. The remainder of the meat of a 
firstborn animal is eaten by priests. The remainder of the meat 
of animal tithe offering is eaten by the owners (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:25). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


firstborn of your herd and of your flock” (Deuteronomy 12:6). 
Rabbi Akiva understands that the verse is referring to both the 
second tithe and the animal tithe. Firstborn animals are also 
mentioned in that same verse. Since the Torah does not specify 
that they may be eaten only in the Temple, it is permitted to eat 
them throughout Jerusalem. 


For two days, etc. — 131012 wh: Rashi writes that the Gemara 
derives this halakha with regard toa firstborn offering, but he is 
not aware of any source that states that an animal tithe offering 
must be eaten within this time frame. Tosafot claim that Rashi 
subsequently revises his commentary, and holds that there is a 
verbal analogy to be made between a firstborn offering and an 
animal tithe offering. 


Only at night. . only until midnight - nisn ay xox. vba xox: 
The Paschal offering must be eaten at night, as the verse states 
explicitly: “And they shall eat the meat on that night, roasted with 
fire, and matza; with bitter herbs they shall eat it” (Exodus 12:8). 


Only by its registrants...only roasted - by xd. xbx: 
These specifications are both stated explicitly in the Torah: “And 
if the household be too little for a lamb, then shall he and his 
neighbor next to his house take one according to the number 
of the souls; according to every man’s eating you shall make 
your count for the lamb” (Exodus 12:4), and: “Do not eat it raw, 
nor cooked at all with water, but roasted with fire; its head with 
its legs and with its innards” (Exodus 12:9). 


Eaten throughout the city - vynbsa poor: Meat from a peace 
offering, an animal tithe offering, or a Paschal offering may be 
eaten throughout the city of Jerusalem, as they are all offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 10:5). 


The Paschal offering is eaten only at night — bors yx nba 
aba xbx: It is a positive mitzva to eat the meat of the Paschal 
offering on the night of the fifteenth of Nisan (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:1). 


And it is eaten only until midnight - nisn ay xx Sone Xt: 

It is a positive mitzva to eat the meat of the Paschal offering on 

the night of the fifteenth of Nisan. By Torah law, it may be eaten 
until sunrise. The Sages decreed that it must be eaten before mid- 
night, in order to distance one from sin (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:1, 15). 


And it is eaten only by its registrants - wand xdx bors YX: 
The Paschal offering is slaughtered with the intent that it will be 
eaten only by those who registered, while it was alive, to eat it 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 2:1). 


And it is eaten only roasted — by xx bore i»: The Paschal 
offering may be eaten only roasted. One who eats an olive-bulk of 
it raw or boiled on the first night of Passover is flogged (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 8:4). 
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GEMARA Who is the tanna who taught" that the 


blood of these offerings is placed, not 
poured, so that it goes on the base of the altar? Rav Hisda says 
that it is Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili says: The verse states: “But the firstborn of an ox, 
or the firstborn of a sheep, or the firstborn of a goat, you shall not 
redeem; they are sacred; you shall sprinkle their blood upon the 
altar and you shall burn their fat for an offering made by fire, for 
a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Numbers 18:17). It is not stated: 
Its fat, but rather: “Their fat.” Similarly, it is not stated: Its 
blood," but rather: “Their blood.” This teaches with regard to a 
firstborn offering, which is mentioned explicitly in the verse, and 
an animal tithe offering, and a Paschal offering, which are similar 
in their sanctity to a firstborn offering, that they all require place- 
ment of their blood and the burning of their sacrificial portions 
on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that their blood 
must be placed so that it goes on the base of the altar? Rabbi 
Eliezer says: This is derived by way of a verbal analogy, with 
the meaning of the word “sprinkling” stated here derived from 
the meaning of the word “sprinkling” stated with regard to a 
burnt offering. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive the halakha 
that a burnt offering itself has its blood presented on the altar 
in a place where there is a base? The Gemara answers: We derive 
it from a verse, as it is written: “And he shall pour all the blood 
of the bull at the base of the altar of the burnt offering” (Leviti- 
cus 4:7). This teaches that the blood of an obligatory burnt 
offering requires presentation at the base of the altar, as the verse 
specifically describes the base of the altar as connected to the 
burnt offering. 


The Gemara asks: If it is derived from a burnt offering via a ver- 
bal analogy, one might think that just as there, a burnt offering 
requires two placements that are four, so too here, a firstborn 
offering, an animal tithe offering, and a Paschal offering should 
also require two placements that are four, and not just a single 
placement. 


Abaye says: Why do I need the Torah to write: “And Aaron’s 
sons, the priests, shall present the blood, and sprinkle the blood 
around against the altar” (Leviticus 1:5), with regard to a burnt 
offering, to teach that the blood must be placed on all four 
sides of the altar, in addition to writing: “And Moses took the 
blood, and put it upon the corners of the altar around with his 
finger” (Leviticus 8:15), with regard to a sin offering? They are 
two verses that come as one, i.e., they teach the same matter; and 
any two verses that come as one do not teach their common 
aspect to apply to other cases. Therefore, a firstborn offering, an 
animal tithe offering, and a Paschal offering do not require two 
placements that are four. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


Who is the tanna who taught - xan jxva: Rashi explains 
as follows: Since the mishna equates all three offerings 
with regard to placing their blood on the altar, it is under- 
stood that the sprinkling of the blood is required not only 


or the firstborn, where it is stated explicitly 


Paschal offering does require 
he base of the altar (see 37a). 


in the verse, 


but also for animal tithe and the Paschal offering, about 
which the Torah does not state it explicitly. They al 
hat the blood be placed in a vessel and sprin 
he wall of the altar, as opposed to being poured on the 
base of the altar. Rabbi Yishmael is of the opinion 
he pouring of its blood on 


require 
led on 


hat the 


Other tanna‘im similarly hold that since the blood rites 


of the animal tithe and Paschal offering are no 


stated 


explicitly in the Torah, they are included within the general 


requirement of pouring the blood, as stated 


“And you shall offer your burnt offerings, tl 


in the Torah: 
e flesh and 


the blood, upon the altar of the Lord your God; and the 


blood of your offerings shall be poured ou 


altar of the Lord your God, and you shall eat the meat 


against the 


” 


(Deuteronomy 12:27). From the Rambam, it seems that the 


discussion here is with regard to all three of 


he offerings 


and why they require only one placement of the blood 


on the altar, as stated explicitly with regard 
offering (see Kesef Mishne). 


o a firstborn 


Itis not stated: Its blood - ‘axa x jn: The plural alludes 
to the fact that there are other similar offerings. These are 
the animal tithe offering and the Paschal offering, the 


halakhot of which are not stated explicitly 


This teaches that they also require their blood 
sprinkled on the altar, and their sacrificial portions 


orah. 
o be 
o be 


in the Te 


offered on the altar. Rabbi Yishmael holds that the verse 


simply uses plural language because it is referring 


o the 


various types of firstborn animals mentioned there. 
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BACKGROUND 


The vineyard in Yavne - 133’4 072: The seat of the San- 
hedrin in Yavne after the destruction of the Second Temple 
was called the vineyard in Yavne. According to an ancient 
radition, the Sanhedrin was called a vineyard because 
when it was in session, the Sages themselves, along with 
heir students, would sit in rows, like the rows of a vine- 
yard. There was not an actual vineyard nearby (Jerusalem 
Talmud). Since most of the prominent Sages of that genera- 
ion assembled there and their decisions were especially 
significant for the future existence of the Jewish people, 
he academy located at the seat of the Sanhedrin in the 
vineyard in Yavne was held in high regard. The halakhot 
aught there are extremely authoritative. 


Vow offering and gift offering — 7312 12: The difference 
between vow offerings and gift offerings i is that one takes 
a vow as a personal obligation. In the case of a vow, one 
states, for example: | accept upon myself to bring a burnt 
offering. He is obligated to bring a burnt offering even if 
the animal he intended to bring dies or is lost. Conversely, 
with regard to gift offerings, a specific animal is designated 
as an offering. If one states, for example: This animal will be 
a burnt offering, and subsequently the animal dies or is lost, 
no replacement is necessary. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yosei HaGelili — orbs i a7: Rabbi Yosei was 
known as HaGelili, from the Galilee, to distinguish him from 
Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, who was also known as simply 
Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili was a tanna in the first 
generation after the destruction of the Second Temple. It 
is not known who his initial teachers in the Galilee were, 
but from the story here it seems that he was already a 
respected Torah scholar even before his arrival in Yavne. 
Elsewhere the Gemara describes other disputes that he 
had with Rabbi Tarfon and Rabbi Akiva, who accorded 
him special honor. It appears that he received the title of 
Rabbi very soon after arriving in Yavne and was counted 
among the elders. Rabbi Akiva’s students often taught his 
statements. 

Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s statements appear dozens of 
times in the Mishna, where he engages in disputes with 
the greatest scholars of the generation on various subjects. 
Even though his opinion was not accepted by all, there 
were places that followed his rulings. While it seems that his 
primary area of expertise was in the realm of halakha, there 
are also several aggadic statements in his name. 

Rabbi Yosei HaGelili was famous for his piety. He was 
also known as one who was humble and whose prayers 
were accepted. 

His wife was ill-tempered, and he divorced her, although 
he required financial assistance to do so. Nevertheless, 
when he later discovered that she and her new husband 
were poor, he provided for them financially for the remain- 
der of their lives. One of his sons died young. Two of his 
sons, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Hanina, were among the 
great Torah scholars of the next generation. Rabbi Eliezer 
was famous as a master of aggadic statements. 
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The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says that two verses that come as one do not teach their com- 
mon aspect with regard to other cases. But according to the one 
who says that two verses that come as one do teach their com- 
mon aspect with regard to other cases, what is there to say? The 
Gemara answers: Together with the verse stated with regard to 
a guilt offering, there are three verses, as it is written: “And its 
blood shall be sprinkled around the altar” (Leviticus 7:2), and 
three verses which come as one certainly do not teach their 
common aspect with regard to other cases. 


§ The mishna teaches: The firstborn offering is eaten by the 
priests, throughout the city of Jerusalem, prepared in any man- 
ner of food preparation, for two days and one night. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: From where is it derived with regard to a 
firstborn offering that it is eaten for two days and the inter- 
vening night? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated with regard 
to a firstborn offering: “And their flesh shall be yours, as the 
breast of waving and as the right thigh” (Numbers 18:18). The 
verse juxtaposes the firstborn offering with the breast and thigh 
of peace offerings. Just as peace offerings are eaten for two 
days and one night, so too, a firstborn offering is eaten for 
two days and one night. 


The baraita relates: And this question was asked before 
the Sages in the vineyard, i.e., the academy, in Yavne:° For 
how many days and nights is a firstborn offering eaten? Rabbi 
Tarfon responded and said: For two days and one night. 


There was one student there who came to the study hall before 
the Sages for the first time, and his name was Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili.’ He said to Rabbi Tarfon: My teacher, from where 
do you derive this? Rabbi Tarfon said to him: My son, peace 
offerings are offerings of lesser sanctity, and a firstborn offer- 
ing is an offering of lesser sanctity. Just as peace offerings are 
eaten for two days and one night, so too, a firstborn offering 
is eaten for two days and one night. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to him: My teacher, there is a different 
comparison that can be made: A firstborn offering is given as a 
gift to the priest, and a sin offering and a guilt offering are each 
given as a gift to the priest. Just as a sin offering and a guilt 
offering are eaten for one day and one night, so too, a firstborn 
offering should be eaten for one day and one night. 


Rabbi Tarfon said to him: Let us judge a matter from a matter 
to which it is most similar, i.e., a firstborn offering is an offering 
oflesser sanctity, as are peace offerings, and learn a matter from 
a matter, i.e., there is another comparison to be made: Just as 
peace offerings do not come as atonement for a sin, so too, a 
firstborn offering does not come as atonement for a sin. Just as 
peace offerings are eaten for two days and one night, so too, a 
firstborn offering is eaten for two days and one night. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to him: My teacher, I can answer you 
in a similar way. Let us judge a matter from a matter to which it 
is most similar, i.e., a firstborn offering is more similar to a sin 
offering and a guilt offering, and learn a matter from a matter, 
i.e, there is another comparison to be made: A sin offering and 
a guilt offering are each given as a gift to the priest, and a first- 
born offering is given as a gift to the priest. Just as a sin offering 
and a guilt offering do not come as a vow offering or as a gift 
offering,’ i.e., they are brought only by one obligated to bring 
them, so too, a firstborn offering does not come as a vow offer- 
ing or asa gift offering. Just as a sin offering and a guilt offering 
are eaten for one day and one night, so too, a firstborn offering 
should be eaten for one day and one night. 
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Rabbi Akiva jumped into the discussion, and Rabbi Tarfon left." 
Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: But the verse states: 
“And their flesh shall be yours, as the breast of waving and as the 
right thigh” (Numbers 18:18). The verse juxtaposes firstborn 
offerings with a breast and thigh of peace offerings. Just as 
peace offerings are eaten for two days and one night, so too, 
a firstborn offering is eaten for two days and one night. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to Rabbi Akiva: You juxtaposed it 
with a breast and thigh of peace offerings. But since the Torah 
does not specify with which offering the firstborn is juxtaposed, 
I juxtapose it with a breast and thigh of a thanks offering," 
which are also given to a priest. Just as a thanks offering is eaten 
for one day and one night, so too, a firstborn offering should 
be eaten for one day and one night. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: I concede that it is 
possible to juxtapose a firstborn offering with a thanks offering, 
but the verse states: “And their flesh shall be yours, as the breast 
of waving andas the right thigh, it shall be yours” (Numbers 18:18). 
Since there is no need for the verse to state a second time: “It 
shall be yours,” what is the meaning when the verse states a 
second time: “It shall be yours”? The verse adds another day 
on which it is permitted for a firstborn offering to be eaten, i.e., 
a second day. 


The Gemara relates: And when these matters were said before 
Rabbi Yishmael, he said to his students: Go out and tell Rabbi 
Akiva: You were mistaken when you conceded to Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili that the allotted time for eating a firstborn offering 
could have been derived from the allotted time for eating a thanks 
offering. Why? From where is it derived that the breast and thigh 
of a thanks offering are eaten by priests? It is derived from a 
juxtaposition with a peace offering. Nowhere is it stated explicitly 
that the breast and thigh of a thanks offering are eaten only by 
priests. And in the realm of consecrated matters, can a matter 
derived via a juxtaposition then teach its halakha via a juxta- 
position? The Gemara (49b) demonstrated that it cannot. Con- 
sequently, you should not infer from the latter formulation of 
the verse, from the words “It shall be yours,” but rather, from 
the first formulation of the verse, as you claimed that the Torah 
juxtaposes a firstborn offering with the breast and thigh ofa peace 
offering. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yishmael do with this 
extra phrase: “It shall be yours”? This teaches about a blemished 
firstborn" offering, that it is also given as a gift to the priest, as 


we have not found it written explicitly anywhere in the entire 
Torah what should be done with a blemished firstborn. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Akiva derive that 
a blemished firstborn offering is also given as a gift to the priest? 
He derives it from the term “their flesh,” which is written in the 
plural. This teaches that both an unblemished firstborn offering 
and a blemished firstborn offering are given as gifts to the priest. 
The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yishmael understand the 
plural term? The Gemara answers that he understands it to be 
saying that the priest receives gifts from the flesh of all these 
firstborn offerings mentioned in the verse, i.e., the firstborn of 
cattle, sheep, and goats. 


HALAKHA 


A blemished firstborn - 012 bya ina: A male firstborn of a 
kosher animal that has a blemish, whether it was born with that 
blemish or developed it later, is the property of the priest. If the 


priest wishes, he may eat it anywhere, or he may sell it, or he 
may feed it to whomever he wishes, even to a gentile, because 
itis non-sacred (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:3). 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Tarfon left - jay 937 ponpn: In other words, 


he 
He 


per 


eft the discussion and remained quiet, and had no reply. 
felt that the two opinions carried equal weight, and if so, 
aps one should act stringently. 


But I juxtapose it with a breast and thigh of a thanks 
offering - atin bw piw mind wp g: He prefers the 


jux 
cip 


aposition ‘With a thanks offering because of the prin- 
e that it is preferable to grasp less, in this case one day 


and one night, rather than attempt to grasp more, i.e., two 
days and one night (Rashi). Josafot explain that there is a 
principle that a juxtaposition should be used to teach a 
stringency rather than a leniency. 
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NOTES 


Just as the High Priest sprinkles in the innermost 
sanctum — ah) nab maw ows: The sprinklings of the 
blood of a bull and a goat in the innermost sanctum are 
derived from a juxtaposition and another principle. With 
regard to the bull the Torah states that the blood must be 
sprinkled seven times below but does not mention how 
many times it must be sprinkled above. With regard to the 
goat the Torah mentions a single sprinkling above, but does 
not mention how many times the blood must be sprinkled 
below. The Torah connects the two via a juxtaposition. The 
actual requirement of sprinkling is not derived from the 
juxtaposition; only its details are derived. Therefore, it is 
derived from a juxtaposition and another principle. 


HALAKHA 
Just as the High Priest sprinkles in the innermost 
sanctum, etc. — 13) DN 23 maw ows: The blood of the 
bull and goat offered on Yom Kippur must be sprinkled 
eight times between the staves and eight times on the 
Curtain separating the Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:12 and 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom Hakippurim 3:5). 
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And if you wish, say — Kag myag]: In other words, the service 
of Yom Kippur has a general juxtaposition connecting its service 
performed in the inner sanctum to its service performed in 
the Sanctuary. This includes several of the halakhot mentioned 
explicitly in the context of the service of the inner sanctum, 
as well as those halakhot derived through juxtaposition. By 
contrast, with regard to the derivation of the halakhot concern- 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: Since Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael both 
agree that a matter derived via a juxtaposition cannot then teach 
its halakha via a juxtaposition, with regard to what principle do 
they disagree? The Gemara answers: One Sage, Rabbi Yishmael, 
holds that a halakha derived both from that juxtaposition and from 
another principle is considered a juxtaposition. In this case, the 
specific detail that the breast and thigh of a thanks offering are given 
to a priest is derived from a juxtaposition with peace offerings. The 
length of time in which it may be eaten, one day and one night, is 
written explicitly. Since it is nevertheless considered a juxtaposition, 
it cannot be used to teach the halakha with regard to a firstborn offer- 
ing. And one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that such a case is not con- 
sidered to be a juxtaposition, and therefore it can be used to teach 
another halakha via a juxtaposition. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who says 
that a matter derived via a juxtaposition and another principle is 
not considered a juxtaposition, this is the reason that it is written 
with regard to the rites performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur: 
“And so shall he do for the Tent of Meeting that dwells with them 
in the midst of their impurity” (Leviticus 16:16). 


The High Priest sprinkles the blood of two offerings, the bull and the 
goat. He sprinkles their blood between the staves of the Ark and on 
the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies. In each 
location he sprinkles their blood once above and seven times below. 
The verse does not write all of the details of these sprinklings with 
regard to each offering, and the details of each are derived from what 
is written explicitly in the other, as follows: Just as the High Priest 
sprinkles in the innermost sanctum," between the staves of the Ark, 
once above and seven times below, with the blood of the bull, so 
he sprinkles on the Curtain in the Sanctuary. 


And just as in the innermost sanctum he sprinkles once above and 
seven times below, with the blood of the goat, so he sprinkles on 
the Curtain in the Sanctuary. This is an instance of a halakha derived 
both from a juxtaposition and from another principle, and the strin- 
gency that a matter derived via a juxtaposition cannot also teach its 
halakha via a juxtaposition is not applied in this case. 


But according to the one who says that this too is considered a 
juxtaposition, what can be said? How can these halakhot be derived? 
The Gemara answers: It is the locations where the blood is sprinkled 
that are derived from one another in the second juxtaposition. 
The first juxtaposition teaches one halakha, namely, that the blood 
of the bull and the blood of the goat are to be compared to one 
another. The second juxtaposition does not teach a halakha with 
regard to the blood of the bull and the blood of the goat per se; rather 
it teaches a comparison between the sprinkling performed in the 
Holy of Holies and the sprinkling performed in the Sanctuary. These 
are two unconnected juxtapositions. 


The Gemara suggests: And if you wish, say" there is a different resolu- 
tion: The sprinkling outside is derived from the sprinkling inside, 
all at once. There are not two comparisons here, one derived from 
the other, but rather a single, complex juxtaposition, from which all 
of the relevant halakhot are derived. 


ing a thanks offering from those concerning a firstborn, the 
only halakha learned is that the priests have one day and one 
night to eat their portion, and the fact they receive a portion is 
derived via a juxtaposition (Rashi; see Tosafot). Rabbeinu Yitzhak 
of Dampierre explains that the Gemara means that there are not 
two separate juxtapositions, but it is all a single derivation, that 
the service of the goat offered outside has the same halakhot 


as the bull offered inside and the goat offered inside. Rabbeinu 
Hananel has a different version of the text and explains that the 
juxtaposition between the goat and the bull teaches that they 
should be the same in every way, one sprinkling upward and 
seven downward, both inside and out. 
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The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one who says 
that a matter derived via a juxtaposition and another principle is 
not a juxtaposition, this is the reason that it is written with regard 
to the offering brought on Shavuot: “You shall bring out of your 


dwellings two wave loaves" of two-tenths of an ephah; they shall 
be of fine flour” (Leviticus 23:17). 


aa wan” wath anda pew 
TAK b3 rw” an Tnn 
17 INN (nip) Dipan Kan 
- morb iwy bn TA, KT 

ZT YY K3 AK 


Since apparently there is no need for the verse to state: “You shall 
bring,” as it already states: “And you shall present a new meal offer- 
ing to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:16), why must the verse state: “You 
shall bring”? It states this to teach that anything that you bring 
from another place" that is similar to this offering, i.e., the leavened 
bread that accompanies a thanks offering, shall be prepared like 


this. Just as there, with regard to the two loaves, they must be 
prepared from a tenth of an ephah™ of flour for each loaf, so too 
here, each of the ten loaves of leavened bread that accompany a 
thanks offering must be prepared from a tenth of an ephah of flour 


for each loaf. 
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If they are compared, why not say that just as there, with regard to 
the two loaves, the total amount of flour is two-tenths of an ephah, 
so too here, with regard to the ten loaves that accompany a thanks 
offering, the total amount of flour for all ten should be two-tenths 


of an ephah? To counter this comparison, the verse states: “They 
shall be,’" to serve as a restriction and teach that only these two 
loaves amount to a total of two-tenths of an ephah, but the bread 
accompanying the thanks offering does not amount to two-tenths 


of an ephah. 
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The Gemara continues: The ten loaves accompanying a thanks 
offering must each be a tenth of an ephah, and this has been derived 
from two sources: A juxtaposition with the offering of Shavuot and 
another principle, which is that which the verse states concerning 


the thanks offering, that there must be ten leavened loaves. And we 

have learned that ten-tenths of an ephah is required for the ten 

loaves of leavened bread. From where is it derived that ten-tenths 

of an ephah are required for the matza™ which also accompanies 

a thanks offering? After stating that thirty matzot accompany a 

thanks offering, the verse states: “With cakes of leavened bread” 
(Leviticus 7:13), to juxtapose the matza with the leavened bread. 
This teaches that one must bring matza of an amount correspond- 
ing to the leavened bread." In any event, this derivation can be 

employed according to the one who says that a matter derived via 

a juxtaposition and another principle is not a juxtaposition. 
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But according to the one who says that a matter derived via a 
juxtaposition and another principle is a juxtaposition, and there- 
fore it cannot then teach its halakha via another juxtaposition, what 
is there to say? How can the measure of flour for the matza be 


derived from the measure of flour for the leavened bread? The 
Gemara answers: The first halakha, connecting the two loaves of 
Shavuot to the bread accompanying a thanks offering, is not derived 
via a juxtaposition, but rather via a superfluous word. The term 
“You shall bring,” written with regard to the two loaves, is extra, 
and is therefore considered as if it were written explicitly with 
regard to the leavened bread accompanying the thanks offering. 
Therefore, it is possible to derive the halakha concerning matza 
from the halakha concerning leavened bread via a juxtaposition. 


Wave loaves — 75139 omy: The offering of the two loaves from 
the new wheat on Shavuot is brought from two-tenths of 
an ephah of fine flour (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 8:3). 


Ten-tenths for leavened bread...ten-tenths for matza - 
mend mwy yond mwy: How does one prepare the bread that 
accompanies a thanks offering? One takes twenty-tenths of 


HALAKHA 


an ephah of fine flour and separates them into ten-tenths of 
an ephah for leavened bread and ten-tenths of an ephah for 
unleavened bread. The ten-tenths of an ephah for the leavened 
bread are made into ten loaves. The ten-tenths of an ephah for 
the unleavened bread are made into thirty equal loaves. Ten are 
baked in an oven, ten are wafers, and ten are boiled (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:17-18). 


NOTES ——__—_——_———_- 
Anything that you bring from another place - 7AXw bs 
x Dip a: This means all the leavened bread that you 
bring. All of the other meal offerings were matza, and the only 
two types of leavened bread brought were the two loaves on 
Shavuot and the leavened bread accompanying the thanks 
offering. 


Just as there they must be prepared from a tenth of an 
ephah - jiwy tab ma: The Torah states: “You shall bring 
out of your dwellings two wave loaves of two-tenths of an 
ephah; they shall be of fine flour; they shall be baked with 
leaven, for first fruits to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:17). Since the 
verse states that the two loaves were two-tenths of an ephah, 
it indicates that each one was a tenth of an ephah. In addition, 
itis known that ten loaves of leavened bread must be brought 
to accompany a thanks offering. If so, the ten loaves must be 
made from ten-tenths of an ephah. 

The fact that ten loaves are required is derived via a verbal 
analogy from the halakha of teruma of the tithe, about which 
the Torah states: “Moreover you shall speak to the Levites, and 
say to them: When you take of the children of Israel the tithe 
which | have given you from them for your inheritance, then 
you shall set apart of it a gift for the Lord, a tithe of the tithe” 
Numbers 18:26). The phrase “gift for the Lord” also appears in 
he context of the loaves accompanying the thanks offering: 
“And of it he shall present one out of each offering for a gift to 
he Lord; it shall be the priest's that sprinkles the blood of the 
peace offerings against the altar” (Leviticus 7:14). This teaches 
hat the priest receives one-tenth of each of the four types 
of bread. It also indicates that in total there are ten loaves of 
eavened bread. 


The verse states: They shall be - nwyn anid saab: There 
are various explanations as to how this exclusion is derived. 
The explanations are contingent upon the version of the text 
in Menahot (77b-78a). According to Rashi the term “They 
shall be” is written with an extra letter yod, which has the 
numerical value of ten. Since that letter is not needed to 
each the halakha of the two loaves, it is applied to teach the 
halakha concerning the leavened bread accompanying the 
hanks offering. Tosafot claim that the letter yod is not redun- 
dant. Therefore, they explain that the word itself indicates a 
imitation. It is as if the verse is stating that the two-tenths 
of an ephah is only for the two loaves, but not for any other 
oaves. This is also how it is explained in a baraita in Torat 
Kohanim. Korban Aharon explains that even according to Rashi 
he derivation from the letter yod is a mere support and not 
he actual source. 


From where is it derived that ten-tenths of an ephah are for 
matza — pI mad Mwy: The Torah states that one must bring 
with a thanks offering three types of matza and one type of 
leavened bread. The Torah does not specify their weight. This 
juxtaposition teaches that they must be made from ten-tenths 
of an ephah of fine flour. This ten-tenths of an ephah is divided 
between all thirty matzot, and another ten-tenths of an ephah 
is used for the ten leavened loaves. 


Bring matza corresponding to the leavened bread - yan 733 
nga X37: The juxtaposition between matza and leavened 
bread is based on the juxtaposition with the two loaves 
concerning a tenth of an ephah for each loaf, and also that 
ten loaves of leavened bread accompany a thanks offering. 
For this reason it is a case of a derivation via a juxtaposition 
and another principle. 


BACKGROUND 
A tenth of an ephah — iy: The ephah is a biblical measure 
of volume. There is much discussion between later authorities 
as to how much a tenth of an ephah of flour would weigh; 
opinions range from 1.6 to 2.25 kg. 
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HALAKHA 

Shall be eaten at night, etc. - 15) bore xD aba: The 
Rambam writes that by Torah law the Paschal offering 
may be eaten all night until dawn. The Sages ruled that 
it must be eaten before midnight, to distance one from a 
sin. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
based on the principle that the halakha is in accordance 
with his opinion when he engages in a dispute with 
one of his colleagues. Many of the early commentaries 
rule that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar ben Azaria, as there is an unattributed 
mishna in accordance with his opinion (Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Tosafot). They hold that one does not fulfill 
one's obligation by eating the Paschal offering after mid- 
night. Therefore, the Shulhan Arukh rules that the matza 
that is eaten toward the end of the Passover seder as a 
reminder of the Paschal offering must be eaten before 
midnight. The later authorities rule that if one did not 
eat an olive-bulk of matza on the first night of Passover 
before midnight, one must eat it after midnight without 
reciting a blessing (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Kor- 
ban Pesah 8:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 477:1, and 
see Mishna Berura there). 


NOTES 
To distance one from a sin - TPaya p pra: The 
mishna in tractate Berakhot (2a) states similarly with 
regard to offerings that are eaten for one day and one 
night. Even though by Torah law they may be eaten all 
night long, the Sages decreed that they must be eaten 
before midnight in order to distance one from sin. 
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§ The mishna teaches: The Paschal offering is eaten only at night 
and it is eaten only until midnight. The Gemara asks: Who is the 
tanna who taught this mishna? Rav Yosef said that it is Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya. As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“And they shall eat of the flesh on that night” (Exodus 12:8). Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya says: It is stated here: “On that night,” without 
stating when the night ends. And it is stated there, with regard to 
the plague that afflicted the firstborn Egyptians: “And I will pass 
through the land of Egypt on that night and I will strike every 
firstborn in the land of Egypt” (Exodus 12:12). With regard to the 
death of the firstborns the Torah states: “So said the Lord: At about 
midnight, I will go out into the midst of Egypt and every firstborn 
in Egypt shall die” (Exodus 11:4-5). 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya continues: Just as in the verse there, the 
death of the firstborns occurred until midnight, as stated explicitly 
in the verse, so too, in the verse here, the mitzva to eat the Paschal 
offering continues until midnight but not beyond. 


Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya: But isn’t it already 
stated: “And so you shall eat it, with your loins girded, your shoes 
on your feet, your staffs in your hands, and you will eat it in haste, 
for it is the Paschal offering for the Lord” (Exodus 12:11)? This 
verse indicates that the Paschal offering may be eaten until the time 
of haste, i.e., until dawn, as the Jewish people left Egypt hastily 
the next morning. 


» 


The Gemara asks: If so, why must the verse state: “On that night, 
with regard to eating the Paschal offering? The Gemara explains: 
This phrase is necessary, as one might have thought that the Paschal 
offering is like all the other offerings in that it should be eaten 
during the day, on the day itis sacrificed. To counter this reasoning, 
the verse states: “On that night,” to emphasize that this particular 
offering shall be eaten at night," but it shall not be eaten during 
the day. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And from where do you know that the 
mishna represents the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, and 
is stating that the Paschal offering must be eaten by midnight by 
Torah law? Perhaps the mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, and is stating that the Paschal offering must be eaten 
by midnight by rabbinic law, and the reason for the rabbinic decree 
was to distance one from a sin." Rav Yosef replied: If so, what does 
the mishna mean when it says: It is eaten only until midnight? 
With regard to the other offerings the mishna teaches: Until mid- 
night, without specifying: Only. Rather, one must say that it is like 
there, with regard to the other halakhot of the Paschal offering 
stated in the mishna. Just as there, the requirements are by Torah 
law, so too here, with regard to the final time for eating the meat, 
the requirement is also by Torah law. 
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This chapter began with a discussion of offerings of the most sacred order. It described 
their slaughter and the collection of their blood in the north of the Temple courtyard, 
and noted that Israelites have no portion in these offerings. The halakhot of misuse 
of consecrated property apply to them even before the blood has been sprinkled on 
the altar. These offerings include sin offerings brought inside, i.e., bulls and goats 
that are burned, burnt offerings, sin offerings brought outside, guilt offerings, and 
communal peace offerings. 


The chapter began by describing the offerings whose blood is sprinkled inside the 
Sanctuary. First it discussed the bull and goat of Yom Kippur, whose blood is brought 
to the Holy of Holies. Afterward it examined those offerings whose blood is sprinkled 
in two locations within the Sanctuary, i.e., on the Curtain and on the golden altar. 
The flesh of these offerings is not placed on the altar but burned outside of Jerusalem. 


Next the chapter described those offerings whose blood is presented on the external 
altar, the altar of the burnt offering. First it discussed communal and individual sin 
offerings, whose blood must be placed on the four corners of the altar. Parts of these 
offerings are placed on the altar, and the remainder is eaten by priests within the 
Temple courtyard within one day and one night. 


The next offering mentioned is the burnt offering, which also has a unique aspect of 
sanctity in that it is entirely burned on the altar. Its blood requires only two place- 
ments, on the two diagonal corners of the altar. 


The chapter continued by elaborating on the communal peace offerings that are 
brought on Shavuot with the two loaves, and guilt offerings. Their blood is presented 
in the same way as is the blood of a burnt offering, but they are eaten in the same way 
as are sin offerings, by male priests within the Temple courtyard. 


Then the chapter examined offerings of lesser sanctity. These may be slaughtered 
anywhere within the Temple courtyard, and they may be eaten throughout Jerusa- 
lem by any ritually pure Jew. There is no liability for misuse of consecrated property 
concerning an offering of lesser sanctity except on that portion which is placed on 
the altar. Included within the category of offerings of lesser sanctity are thanks offer- 
ings, the nazirite’s ram, peace offerings, firstborn offerings, animal tithe offerings, and 
Paschal offerings. 


The blood ofa thanks offering and ofa nazirite’s ram is presented on the two diagonal 
corners of the altar. Their sacrificial portions are offered on the altar, and the rest of 
the meat is eaten by any ritually pure Jew throughout Jerusalem. Certain parts of 
these offerings belong to the priests, and they, their families, and their slaves may 
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eat the meat anywhere in the city. These offerings are mentioned first because their 
meat must be eaten within one day and one night. 


Peace offerings are identical to thanks offerings except that they may be eaten within 
two days and the intervening night. 


Firstborn offerings, animal tithe offerings, and Paschal offerings have their own hala- 
khot. They are mentioned last because their blood requires only a single presentation 
on the altar. Certain sacrificial portions of these offerings are burned on the altar, in 
the same way as those of peace offerings, thanks offerings, and the nazirite’s ram. The 
differences between them are with regard to how they are eaten. A firstborn offering 
belongs to the priests. An animal tithe offering is eaten by the owners, and both are 
eaten within two days and a night, like peace offerings. The Paschal offering is unique 
in that it must be eaten before midnight of the night of Passover, it may be partaken 
of only by those who are registered for it, and it may be consumed only roasted. 


With regard to the hermeneutical principles, there are some that may be used both 
to derive and teach in the realm of consecrated matters, and some that may not. In 
certain cases the Gemara does not reach a clear conclusion. 
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And if his offering to the Lord be a burnt offering of birds, then he 
shall bring his offering of doves, or of pigeons. And the priest shall bring 
it to the altar, and pinch off its head, and make it smoke on the altar; 
and its blood shall be drained out on the side of the altar. And he shall 
take away its crop with its feathers, and toss it beside the altar on the 
east part, in the place of the ashes. And he shall rend it by its wings but 
shall not separate it; and the priest shall make it smoke upon the altar, 
upon the wood that is upon the fire; it is a burnt offering, an offering 
made by fire, of a sweet savor unto the Lord. 

(Leviticus 1:14-17) 


And he shall bring them unto the priest, who shall offer that which is for 
the sin offering first, and pinch off its head opposite its nape, but shall 
not separate it. And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering 
upon the side of the altar; and the rest of the blood shall be drained 
out at the base of the altar; it is a sin offering. And he shall prepare the 
second for a burnt offering, according to the ordinance; and the priest 
shall make atonement for him as concerning his sin which he has sinned, 
and he shall be forgiven. 

(Leviticus 5:8-10) 


This chapter is a continuation of the previous one, which detailed the proper location 
for the slaughter and other sacrificial rites of animal offerings. It continues by discuss- 
ing whether offerings may be slaughtered on top of the altar and then digresses to 
examine other halakhot pertaining to the altar. Following that, the chapter briefly 
addresses the location for the rites of the meal offering, a topic that is explored more 
fully in tractate Menahot. 


The chapter then discusses the proper location for sacrificing bird offerings, and 
engages in a detailed explication of the sacrificial rites of bird offerings. Whereas 
animal offerings are slaughtered with a knife, an act that may be carried out even by 
a non-priest, bird offerings are slaughtered differently: A priest cuts the bird’s nape, 
starting from the back, with his thumbnail, before placing some of the blood on the 
side of the altar. There are differences between the sacrificial rites of bird burnt offer- 
ings and bird sin offerings, some of which are described in this chapter and some in 
the following chapter. 


There are a number of halakhot with regard to which bird burnt offerings and bird sin 

offerings are similar to animal burnt offerings and animal sin offerings, e.g., improper 
intention that disqualifies the offerings and the manner in which the offerings are 
eaten. But since the sacrificial rites are different, the Gemara specifies how these 
halakhot apply to bird offerings. The main topic of this chapter is the explanation of 
these halakhot and how they are derived from the Torah. 
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MI S HN A It was taught in the previous chapter that 


offerings of the most sacred order are to be 
slaughtered in the northern section of the Temple courtyard. With 
regard to offerings of the most sacred order that one slaughtered 
atop the altar," Rabbi Yosei says: Their status is as though they 
were slaughtered in the north, and the offerings are therefore valid. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The status of the area 
from the halfway point of the altar and to the south is like that of 
the south, and offerings of the most sacred order slaughtered in 
that area are therefore disqualified. The status of the area from the 
halfway point of the altar and to the north is like that of the north. 


G E M ARA Rav Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 


Rabbi Yosei used to say: The entire altar 
stands in the north section of the Temple courtyard. The Gemara 
asks: And what is the meaning of Rabbi Yosei’s statement that if 
one slaughtered offerings of the most sacred order atop the altar it 
is as though they were slaughtered in the north, which indicates 
that they were not actually slaughtered in the north? The Gemara 
answers: Rabbi Yosei said this lest you say that we require that the 
offering be slaughtered “on the side of the altar northward” (Leviti- 
cus 1:11), i.e., on the ground beside the altar, and that requirement 
is not fulfilled when it is slaughtered on top of the altar. Therefore, 
Rabbi Yosei teaches us that the offering is still valid. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rav Asi: Rabbi Yohanan apparently under- 
stands that the reason Rabbi Yosei holds that an offering of the most 
sacred order slaughtered on the altar is valid is because the entire 
altar is in the northern section of the Temple courtyard. If that is 
so, shall one also say that according to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, half of the altar was situated in the north of the Temple 
courtyard and half of it was situated in the south? 


And if you would say that indeed that is so, wasn’t it you who said 
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, concedes that if one slaughtered offerings of the most 
sacred order on the ground opposite the northern half of the altar, 
the offering is disqualified? Accordingly, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, apparently maintains that the altar is not located in the 
north at all. 


Rav Asi said to Rabbi Zeira: Rabbi Yohanan’s statement with regard 
to Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is an independent statement rather than 
an inference from the mishna. And with regard to the dispute in the 
mishna, this is what Rabbi Yohanan says: Both of them derived 
their opinions from one verse: “An altar of earth you shall make for 
Me, and you shall slaughter upon it your burnt offerings and your 
peace offerings” (Exodus 20:21). 


Rabbi Yosei maintains that the verse teaches that all of it, i.e., the 
entire altar, is fit for slaughtering a burnt offering, and all of it is 
also fit for slaughtering a peace offering. And Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that the verse teaches that half of it is fit 
for slaughtering a burnt offering and half of it is fit for slaughtering 
a peace offering." 


Half of it is fit for slaughtering a burnt offering and half of it is 


NOTES 
the Temple courtyard. Nevertheless, he derived from this verse 


fit for slaughtering a peace offering — onbwh pym ays xm: that the northern half of the altar is a valid location for slaughter- 


As stated later in the Gemara, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 


ing offerings of the most sacred order (Sefat Emet). 


holds that the entire altar was located in the southern section of 


HALAKHA 


Offerings of the most sacred order that one slaugh- 
tered atop the altar - naran WNAI PWY Dw Ip wtp: 
Offerings of the most sacred order that were slaugh- 
tered atop the altar are considered as having been 
slaughtered in the north side of the Temple courtyard 
and are therefore valid, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei. Commentaries on the Rambam ques- 
tion how the Rambam rules in accordance with this 
mishna, which maintains that the entire altar stood in 
the northern section of the Temple courtyard, while at 
the same time ruling in accordance with the mishna 
in Middot that maintains that the altar stood primarily 
in the southern section (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:1 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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That the altar must be attached to the earth - xww 
TATNA Taina: The altar must be attached to the ground, 
and not built upon arches or tunnels (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:13, 2:16). 
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The Gemara explains the reasoning of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda: As if it enters your mind that all of it is fit for slaugh- 
tering a burnt offering, now that all of it is fit for slaughtering 
a burnt offering, which must be slaughtered in the northern 
section of the Temple courtyard (see 53b), is it necessary to 
teach that it is also fit for slaughtering a peace offering, which 
may be slaughtered anywhere in the Temple courtyard (see 55a)? 
The verse therefore must be understood as teaching that half 
the altar is fit for slaughtering burnt offerings and half is fit for 
slaughtering peace offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And how does the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
respond to this reasoning? The Gemara answers: It was necessary 
for the verse to mention peace offerings. Otherwise, it could 
enter your mind to say that the verse allows one to slaughter 
only a burnt offering atop the altar, as the location where it 
may be slaughtered on the ground is narrow. But with regard to 
peace offerings, whose location for slaughter on the ground 
is not narrow, say that no, one may not slaughter them atop 
the altar. Therefore, the verse teaches us that peace offerings as 
well may be slaughtered atop the altar. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Rav Asi says that 

Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, con- 
cedes that if one slaughtered offerings of the most sacred order 
on the ground opposite the northern half of the altar, the offer- 
ing is disqualified. Rav Aha of Difti said to Ravina: What is the 

meaning of the phrase: On the ground opposite" the northern 

half of the altar? If we say it means that the offering was sacrificed 

upon the cubit-wide base of the altar or upon the cubit-wide 

surrounding ledge of the altar, this itselfis part of the altar. And 

furthermore, what is the meaning of the phrase: On the ground 

opposite the northern half of the altar? The base and ledge are 

not on the ground. 


And if you would say that the case is where one dug tunnels 
in the ground beneath the altar, and slaughtered the offerings 
in them, in a case like this would the altar itself be fit for use 
so that according to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, one may 
slaughter the offerings of the most sacred order on the altar but 
not on the ground? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “An altar of earth you shall make for Me” (Exodus 20:21)? 
This verse indicates that the altar must be attached to the earth," 
so that one may not build it on top of tunnels nor on top of 
arches. 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to have the phrase: On 
the ground opposite the northern half of the altar, in order to 
teach the halakha in a case where one minimized the dimensions 
of the altar" and slaughtered the offerings on the ground where 
the northern half of the altar had previously stood. 


What is the meaning of on the ground opposite — 
yppa: Rashi points out that the Gemara’s question is not refer- 
ring to the ground to the east and west of the altar, parallel to its 
northern section, as neither fulfills the requirement of “on the side 
of the altar northward’ Rather, a careful reading of the expression: 
of the altar, makes it 
clear that this is a reference to the ground beneath the altar. 


On the ground opposite the northern hal 


Where one minimized the dimensions of the altar - my37 
nxa: The case is where one minimized the altar’s dimensions, 


NOTES 
TRDNA 


hereby leaving earth in place of where that part of the altar 
previously stood. It is permitted to do this, as the Gemara states 
(62a) that the measurements of the length and width of the 
altar are not critical, so long as they are the same (see Ya'avetz). 
t is evident from here that there is a unique condition that 
offerings of the most sacred order must be sacrificed atop the 
altar, and not merely in the altar’s space. One can also conclude 
rom here that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, maintains that 
he altar was located in the southern section of the Temple court- 
yard (Rashi). 
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§ The Gemara returns to discuss Rabbi Yohanan’s statement that 
according to Rabbi Yosei the entire altar was located in the northern 
section of the Temple courtyard. The Gemara had mentioned that 
Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is an independent statement, not based 
on the mishna. Rabbi Zeira said: Is it possible that this statement 
of Rabbi Yohanan is correct and we did not learn it in any mishna? 


Rabbi Zeira went out, examined the matter, and discovered a 
mishna that alludes to Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, as we learned 
in a mishna (Tamid 2:5): The priests selected fine wood of a fig 
tree" from the chamber of firewood," with which to lay out a sec- 
ond arrangement of wood’? on the altar so that coals from this 
arrangement could be used for burning the incense." This second 
arrangement was located opposite the southwest corner of the altar, 
distanced from the corner northward by four cubits. They would 
arrange enough wood which, when burned, would produce approx- 
imately five se'a of coals. And on Shabbat, there was enough wood 
to produce approximately eight se‘a of coals, as they would place 
there the two bowls of frankincense of the shewbread. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the significance of the mishna’s 
defining the precise location of the arrangement and the fact that 
this is where the frankincense is burned? The Gemara embarks 
on a lengthy discussion to answer this question: This mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who holds that 
this arrangement of wood and the burning of the frankincense must 
be in that precise location, as it is taught in a baraita: 


Location of the second arrangement of wood - nawan Dipa 
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NOTES 


Wood ofa fig tree - mygga *¥Y: The simple reason for using 
such wood is that it produced high-quality coals, which 
were used in burning the incense. Rashi explains homileti- 
cally that the tree from which Adam sinned was a fig tree 
(see Berakhot 40a). Therefore, it was befitting that atone- 
ment in the Temple be effected with wood of that tree. 


A second arrangement for incense — by maw maw 
Mbp: Atop the altar there was a large pyre. It was a struc- 
ture-like arrangement of logs upon which burnt offerings 
and portions of offerings were burned. An additional pyre 
was arranged next to it, whose purpose was to provide 
coals for the burning of the incense upon the golden altar. 
The logs from the large pyre were not used for that purpose, 
as they were covered in ashes of burned offerings. 


HALAKHA 


They selected fine wood of a fig tree from the chamber 
of firewood — DD YRI YY OW! TPA: After the priests 
arranged the large pyre, they would select fine wood of 
a fig tree and arrange the second pyre for the incense. 
This second pyre was located on top of the altar, four 
cubits to the north of its southwest corner. The second 
pyre produced roughly five sea of coals, and on Shabbat it 
produced roughly eight se‘a, as the additional two bowls of 
frankincense of the shewbread were burned there on Shab- 
bat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:8). 


BACKGROUND 
the opinion that the sanctity of the Sanctuary and that of the 


mwa: The adjacent diagrams depict the possible locations of Entrance Hall are equivalent. The Gemara concludes that the 
the second arrangement opposite the entrance to the Sanctu- altar must be located wholly in the north courtyard for the 


ary (A) and the entrance to the Entrance Hall (B), according to 


arrangement to be positioned at a distance of exactly four 


cubits from the southern edge of the altar, so that its southern 
edge is opposite the northern end of the Sanctuary entrance. 


Possible locations of the arrangement, with the altar situated wholly in the south 


Possible locations of the arrangement, with the altar aligned in the center of 
the courtyard 


Location of the arrangement, with the altar wholly in the north 
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Perek VI 
Daf58 Amud b 


_ BACKGROUND © 
Two bowls of frankincense - mia 193 93W: When the priests 
arranged the shewbread on the Temple table on Shabbat, they 
would place two bowls of frankincense on it as well. The following 
Shabbat, when they removed the bread, they sacrificed the frank- 
incense and divided the shewbread among the priests. 

There are many disputes as to the components of the incense, 
yet there are some elements about which there is almost no dis- 
agreement. One of these is the /evona, frankincense, also used with 
most of the meal offerings. This is identified as the sap derived from 
Boswellia sacra, the frankincense tree. 
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Reproduction of vessels used for frankincense in the Temple 


Shewbread - 09571 ond: The Torah (Leviticus 24:5-9) describes 
the offering of the twelve loaves of shewbread that were placed 
on the table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat. The shewbread was 
unleavened and placed on the table in two arrangements of six 
loaves each. Two bowls of frankincense were placed between them, 
or on top of them according to other opinions. 
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Rabbi Yosei says: This is the principle of where sacrificial 
items are placed on the inner and outer altars: Any sacrificial 
item that is taken from the altar located inside the Sanctuary 
in order to be placed on the altar outside the Sanctuary, in 
the Temple courtyard, may be placed only on the area of 
that altar that is near the Sanctuary, so that there is no area 
closer to the inside of the Sanctuary. It must therefore be 
placed on the part of the external altar closest to the entrance 
to the Sanctuary. 


And any sacrificial item that is taken from the altar outside 
the Sanctuary, in the Temple courtyard, in order to be placed 
on the altar located inside the Sanctuary, may be taken only 
from the area of the external altar that is near the Sanctuary, 
so that there is no area closer to the inside of the Sanctuary, 
i.e, from the part of the external altar closest to the entrance 
to the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara clarifies: With regard to the statement concern- 
ing any sacrificial item that is taken from the altar located 
inside the Sanctuary in order to be placed on the altar out- 
side the Sanctuary, what are these items? If we say they 
are the remaining blood of the sin offerings whose blood is 
presented on the inner altar, there is no reason for Rabbi Yosei 
to formulate his principle, as itis explicitly written concern- 
ing them: “And all the remaining blood of the bull he shall 
pour out at the base of the altar of the burnt offering, which 
is at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 4:7). 
This verse describes how the blood of the inner sin offerings 
that remained after the sprinkling was to be poured out on 
the base of the west side of the altar, which is the side closest 
to the entrance to the Sanctuary. 


And furthermore, with regard to the statement about any 
sacrificial item that is taken from the altar outside the Sanc- 
tuary, in the Temple courtyard, in order to be placed on the 
altar located inside the Sanctuary, what are these items? 
If we say these are the coals of the Yom Kippur service, 
which must be taken from the western side of the altar, it is 
explicitly written concerning them: “And he shall take a 
coal pan full of coals of fire from off the altar before the 
Lord” (Leviticus 16:12). The expression “before the Lord” 
is a reference to the western side of the altar, which is the 
side closest to the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara continues: Rather, Rabbi Yosei’s statement 
with regard to any sacrificial item that is taken from the altar 
located inside the Sanctuary in order to be placed on the 
altar outside the Sanctuary is referring to the two bowls of 
frankincense’ of the shewbread.’ According to Rabbi Yosei, 
they must be burned on the western side of the altar, as he 
derives this halakha from the location on the base of the 
altar where the remaining blood of the inner sin offerings 
is poured. 


Rabbi Yosei’s next statement, that any sacrificial item that is 
taken from the altar outside the Sanctuary in order to be 
placed on the altar located inside the Sanctuary may be taken 
only from the area of the external altar that is near the Sanctu- 
ary, is referring to the coals that are taken from the external 
altar each and every day and placed on the inner altar in order 
to burn the incense. According to Rabbi Yosei these coals 
must be taken from the western side of the altar, as we derive 
this halakha from the location on the altar from where the 
coals of the Yom Kippur service must be taken. 
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The Gemara discusses Rabbi Yosei’s opinion that the second arrange- 
ment of wood was placed four cubits? north of the southwest corner 
of the altar: And what does Rabbi Yosei hold about the placement 
of the altar in the Temple courtyard? Ifhe holds that the entire altar 
stands in the south side of the Temple courtyard, then only the five 
northernmost cubits of the altar are opposite the entrance to the 
Sanctuary. Accordingly, in order for the arrangement of wood to be 
opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary, one is required to move it 
twenty-seven cubits north of the southwest corner of the altar. 


The Gemara continues: And even if Rabbi Yosei holds that the level 
of sanctity of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall is the same," 
so that the arrangement of wood can be opposite the Entrance 
Hall, which is ten cubits wider than the Sanctuary, his opinion is 
still difficult. In order for the arrangement of wood to be opposite 
the Entrance Hall, one is required to move it twenty-two cubits 
north of the southwest corner of the altar. 


The Gemara continues: And even if Rabbi Yosei holds that half of 
the altar was located in the north side of the Temple courtyard 
and half in the south, in order for the arrangement of wood to be 
opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary one is still required to move 
it eleven cubits to the north of the southwest corner of the altar. 
And if one suggests that, rather, he holds that the sanctity of the 
Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall is one matter, i.e., equal, one is 
still required to move the arrangement of wood six cubits from 
the southwest corner in order to be opposite the Entrance Hall. 


Rather, is it not that Rabbi Yosei’s opinion that the arrangement of 
wood was located four cubits from the altar’s southwest corner is due 
to the fact that he holds that the entire altar stands in the north side 
of the Temple courtyard? Accordingly, only the five southernmost 
cubits of the altar were opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary. 


And of these four cubits from which the arrangement of wood 
was distanced from the southwest corner of the altar, one cubit 
was the base of the altar; and one cubit was the surrounding ledge 
of the altar; and one cubit was the place where the corners of the 
altar were located; and another cubit was the place of the feet of 
the priests, i.e., space for the priests to walk around the perimeter 
of the surface of the altar in order to perform the sacrificial rites. The 
arrangement of wood was located specifically in that location, as if 
one were to move it farther away from the southwest corner of the 
altar, it would no longer be opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary." 
This proves that according to Rabbi Yosei, the entire altar was located 
in the northern side of the Temple courtyard, as stated by Rabbi 
Yohanan. 


BACKGROUND 


Cubit [amma] - mas: Several different lengths are referred to to another. In the Talmud one also finds mention of a short cubit, 
by this name. The physical origin of the measure is the distance which is five handbreadths long. Four cubits would be between 
from the elbow to the end of the middle finger, which is called 1.92 and 2.3 m. Two other cubits of different sizes were used for 
amma in Hebrew. The common cubit is six handbreadths long, measuring in the Temple. 

equal to 48 cm according to one opinion and 57.6 cm according 


NOTES 


The level of sanctity of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall It would no longer be opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary — 
is the same - 8°77 KIN oda) bon nwy: This means that the nna xD) an: One can infer from here that Rabbi Yosei maintains 
Entrance Hall, located in front of the Sanctuary, is considered a__ that the level of sanctity of the Entrance Hall is a separate, lesser 


part of the Sanctuary. 


sanctity than that of the Sanctuary. 
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NOTES 


Let him interpret it in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, etc. — 131 BP +399 mapi): The point 
of Rav Adda bar Ahava's statement is to demonstrate 
that it cannot be proven from the mishna in Tamid that 
Rabbi Yosei holds that the entire altar was located in the 
north side of the Temple courtyard. This goal could also 
have been accomplished by stating that the mishna in 
Tamid is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
that Rabbi Yosei holds that the altar was located in the 
middle of the Temple courtyard, and that the four cubits 
mentioned in the mishna do not include the cubit of the 
altar’s base and the cubit of the surrounding ledge. 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili - x7 ban Dit 93; Rav Sherevya is also 
attempting to reject Rabbi Zeira's proof from the mishna. 
He differs from Rav Adda bar Ahava in that the latter sug- 
gested the mishna in Tamid can be understood only if it 
is referring to a case where the altar was located in the 
center of the Temple courtyard, not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. By contrast, Rav Sherevya 
agrees that the case of the mishna is where the altar 
stood completely in the north, but suggests the tanna of 
the mishna is not Rabbi Yosei but Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 
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The Gemara challenges this proof by suggesting an alternative expla- 
nation of the mishna in Tamid: Rav Adda bar Ahava said: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda says: The altar was centered and standing precisely in the 
middle of the Temple courtyard, and it was thirty-two cubits wide. 
Ten cubits were opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary, eleven 
cubits were to this side of the entrance to the Sanctuary, and eleven 
cubits were to that side of the entrance to the Sanctuary. It turns 
out that the length of the altar was aligned opposite the width of 
the Sanctuary, which itself was thirty-two cubits wide. 


The Gemara asks: Ultimately, according to Rabbi Yehuda, one is 
still required to move the arrangement of wood eleven cubits from 
the southwest corner in order for it to be opposite the entrance to 
the Sanctuary. And even if he holds that the sanctity of the Sanctu- 
ary and the Entrance Hall is one matter, i.e., equal, one is still 
required to move the arrangement of wood six cubits in order to 
be opposite the Entrance Hall. Therefore, the mishna, which states 
that the arrangement of wood is four cubits north of the southwest 
corner, cannot be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara responds: Do you hold that these four cubits include 
the cubit of the base of the altar and the cubit of the surrounding 
ledge of the altar? Actually, the four cubits are aside from the cubit 
of the base of the altar and the cubit of the surrounding ledge of 
the altar. Accordingly, the arrangement of wood was actually a total 
of six cubits from the southwest corner of the altar, and the mishna 
can be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara asks why Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted the mishna 
to be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: But let him 
interpret it to be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei" 
and explain that the altar is located in the center of the Temple 
courtyard. The Gemara explains: Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted 
the mishna to be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
because we heard that Rabbi Yehuda explicitly said that the altar 
was positioned in the center of the Temple courtyard, whereas we 
did not hear that Rabbi Yosei maintains such an opinion. 


And Rav Sherevya said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna in Tamid, which holds that the entire altar was located in 
the northern part of the Temple courtyard? It is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili,’ as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: Since it is stated: “And you shall set 
the Basin® between the Tent of Meeting and the altar” (Exodus 
40:7), and another verse states: “And 


Basin — 713: A large, bronze basin of water stood in the Temple 
courtyard, placed between the altar and the Sanctuary (see Exo- 
dus 30:18-21). The Basin had twelve taps from which the priests 
would wash their hands and feet before beginning their service 


in the Temple. 


Modern reconstruction of the Basin 


BACKGROUND 
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the altar of the burnt offering he set at the entrance to the Taber- 
nacle of the Tent of Meeting.” (Exodus 40:29), indicating that no 
object was allowed to be located between the altar and the Tent of 
Meeting, whose parallel, in the Temple, was the Sanctuary. Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili derives from these verses that only the altar stood at 
the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, but the Basin did not stand 
at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting. Where would they place 
the Basin? It was placed between the Entrance Hall and the altar, 
extended slightly toward the south."" Therefore, although the Basin 
was closer to the Sanctuary than the altar was, it did not actually stand 
between the altar and the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: What does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili hold? 
If he holds that the entire altar stands in the south section of the 
Temple courtyard, let him stand the Basin anywhere from where the 
wall of the Sanctuary begins and southward, so that it is not oppo- 
site the entrance to the Sanctuary but it is between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar. This would allow for the optimal fulfillment of both 
verses (Exodus 40:29; Leviticus 4:7), as the Basin would be located 
between the altar and the Sanctuary without interposing between 
the altar and the entrance to the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara continues: And even if he holds that the level of sanctity 
of the Sanctuary and the Entrance Hall is the same, in which case 
the Basin could not be located opposite the entrance to the Entrance 
Hall as this too would be considered a violation of the second verse, 
let him stand the Basin anywhere from where the wall of the 
Entrance Hall begins and southward, so that it is not opposite the 
entrance to the Entrance Hall but is in between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar. From the fact that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili did not say 
that, it is clear he held that the altar was not located in the southern 
section of the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


The Basin’s placement between the Entrance Hall and 
the altar - nara) abner pa TD: The Basin stood between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar, extending slightly to the 
south, i.e., to the left of one entering the Temple. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the mishna in Tractate Middot, 
according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:6, 5:15, and see Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 2:8 and Lehem Mishne there). 


Extended slightly toward the south - Di797 b> XU? PWN: 
As the Gemara proceeds to demonstrate, according to Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili it was not possible to fulfill both requirements 
of the verses, i.e., that the Basin should be placed between the 
Tent of Meeting and the altar, and that it should not interpose 
between the altar and the entrance to the Sanctuary. This is 
so because the south side of the altar was aligned with the 


entrance to the Sanctuary, which required that the Basin be 
placed south of the altar in order not to interpose between it 
and the entrance to the Sanctuary, thereby fulfilling only the 
second condition in the verses. 

According to the Ra’avad, in his commentary to Torat Koha- 
nim, most of the Basin in fact did interpose between the altar 
and the wall of the Sanctuary. It was only a small section of 


the Basin that jutted slightly beyond the altar, southward. See 
Shita Mekubbetzet, who cites an opinion that suggests that the 
phrase: Extended slightly toward the south, means that the 
Basin was extended south from the entrance to the Sanctuary, 
not the altar. 


Location of the Basin according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 


| 
= | a 


Area available for the Basin when the altar is situated wholly in the south 


Area available for the Basin when the altar is aligned in the center of the courtyard 
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NOTES 


The verse states northward — misy NTP Wax: Had 
the verse simply stated the word north [tzafonl, this 
would have indicated only on which side of the Tem- 
ple courtyard the offering must be slaughtered. The 
word “northward [tzafona]" includes the entire north 
side onward as a valid area in which to slaughter the 
offerings, and it also indicates that the entire north 
side should be vacant of any vessels so as to allow 
for slaughtering anywhere in that area. 


The north must be vacant of everything — "129 jia¥ 
oban: Rashi explains that the homiletic derivation 
is from the extra heh at the end of the word tzafona. 
From the parallel baraita in Torat Kohanim, it emerges 
that the emphasis here is on the fact that the verse 
states: “Northward before the Lord,” indicating that 
only the north of the Temple courtyard, and nothing 
else, is to be before the Lord. Otherwise, the verse 
could have been written as: And he shall slaughter it 
northward, on the side of the altar, before the Lord 
(Korban Aharon). See the Ra'avad's commentary on 
Torat Kohanim, where he suggests that the verse 
means that the side of the altar of the north should 
be before the Lord, i.e., that only the northern edge 
should be opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary, 
and nothing else. 


That were slaughtered there — ow senwaw: The later 
commentaries disagree with regard to the precise 
meaning of this phrase. Some explain that this is 
referring to a case where the offerings were slaugh- 
tered while the altar was still whole, yet became dam- 
aged prior to the presentation of the blood (Birkat 
HaZevah; Sefat Emet). It seems that the Rambam also 
understands the disqualification here to be the inabil- 
ity to present the blood on the altar. The question is 
raised: Why was this halakha taught here, when it 
was already taught on 54a? Some, citing Rashi, sug- 
gest the Gemara is referring to a case where the 
offerings were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard 
when the altar was already damaged. In such a case, 
since the blood would not be disqualified, as it 
assumes the status of being initially deferred, the 
Gemara is therefore discussing a novel halakha not 
included in the earlier Gemara (Panim Meirot). 


HALAKHA 


An altar that was damaged — n353w mati: In a case 
where the altar became damaged, all of the sacrificial 
animals that were slaughtered without yet having 
their blood presented are disqualified. This is due to 
the fact that the altar was not qualified to receive their 
blood at the time of slaughter, and the verse states: 
“And you shall slaughter upon it” (Exodus 20:21), which 
indicates that the altar must be qualified at the time 
of the slaughtering. Sacrificial animals that were pres- 
ent while the altar was damaged are not disqualified, 
as live animals are not permanently deferred. The 
halakha is in accordance with Rav’s ruling (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:22-23). 
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Alternatively, if Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that half of the altar 
was located in the north section of the Temple courtyard and half 
of it was located in the south, let him stand the Basin anywhere 
from where the wall of the Sanctuary begins and southward, so 
that it is not opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary but between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar. Since the entrance to the Sanctuary 
was five cubits wide and stood in the middle of the courtyard, and 
the altar was thirty-two cubits long, there would have been eleven 
cubits to both the north and the south of the entrance to the Sanctu- 
ary where the Basin could be placed in order to be located between 
the altar and the Sanctuary without interposing between the altar 
and the entrance to the Sanctuary. 


And even if Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that the level of sanctity 
of the Entrance Hall and that of the Sanctuary is the same, in which 
case the Basin could not be located opposite the entrance to the 
Entrance Hall because this too would be considered a violation 
of the second verse, let him stand the Basin anywhere from where 
the wall of the Entrance Hall begins and southward, so that it 
is not opposite the entrance to the Entrance Hall but in between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar. Why does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
require that the Basin be placed south of the altar? The Gemara con- 
cludes: Rather, is it not due to the fact that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
holds that the entire altar stood in the north section of the Temple 
courtyard? 


The Gemara asks: Even if this is the case, why does Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili require that the Basin be located to the south of the altar 
so that it is not actually in between the altar and the Sanctuary? Even 
if you stand it anywhere from where the wall of the Sanctuary begins 
and northward, it would not interpose between the altar and the 
entrance to the Sanctuary but it would actually be located in between 
the Entrance Hall and the altar. 


And even if Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that the sanctity of the 
Entrance Hall is equal to that of the Sanctuary, and that the Basin 
cannot interpose between the altar and the entrance to the Entrance 
Hall, stand the Basin anywhere from where the wall of the Entrance 
Hall begins and northward, so that it is not opposite the entrance 
to the Entrance Hall but it is located in between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar. 


The Gemara answers: That suggestion is technically not feasible, as 
the verse states: “And he shall slaughter it on the side of the altar 
northward [tzafona]” (Leviticus 1:11)." This verse indicates that 
the north section of the Temple courtyard must be vacant of all 
vessels, including the Basin. This concludes the Gemara’s explanation 
of Rav Sherevya’s assertion that the mishna in Tamid, which holds 
that the altar was located in the northern part of the Temple courtyard, 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili? The Gemara answers: It is Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, as 
it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: The 
verse states: “Northward before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:11). This 
indicates that the north section of the Temple courtyard must be 
vacant of everything,” and even of the altar. Therefore, he maintains 
that the entire altar stood in the southern section of the Temple 
courtyard. 


§ Rav says: In a case of an altar that was damaged," all sacrificial 
animals that were slaughtered there" are disqualified. Rav contin- 
ues: We have a verse as the source for this halakha but we have for- 
gotten which one it is. When Rav Kahana, Rav’s disciple, ascended 
from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, he found Rabbi Shimon, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, saying in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei: From where is it derived that in the case of an altar 
that was damaged, that all sacrificial animals that were slaughtered 
there are disqualified? 
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It is derived from a verse, as it is stated in the verse with regard to 
the altar: “An altar of earth you shall make for Me, and you shall 
slaughter upon it your burnt offerings and your peace offerings 
[shelamekha]” (Exodus 20:21). Is it true that you slaughter sacrificial 
animals on the altar itself? They are slaughtered on the ground near 
the altar. No, rather, the verse indicates that one is able to slaughter 
the sacrificial animals on account of the altar, i.e., when the altar is 
complete [shalem], but not when it is lacking, i.e., damaged. Rav 
Kahana said: This is the verse that eluded Rav. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: Both this one and that one are disquali- 
fied, i.e., all animals that were designated as offerings when the altar 
was in a damaged state are disqualified, even if they were not yet 
slaughtered. The Gemara asks: With regard to what issue do Rav 
and Rabbi Yohanan disagree? The Gemara answers: Rav holds that 
living animals are not permanently deferred, and Rabbi Yohanan 
holds that living animals are permanently deferred. If the altar is 
damaged and it is therefore impossible to sacrifice offerings, Rav holds 
that only offerings that were already slaughtered become permanently 
deferred, whereas Rabbi Yohanan holds that even those that were not 
yet slaughtered become permanently deferred. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s opinion, based on a baraita: 
In the case of all sacrificial animals that were consecrated before 
the altar was built," and then the altar was subsequently built, the 
animals are disqualified. The Gemara assumes that this baraita is 
referring to animals that were consecrated before the building of 
the altar in the Second Temple. The Gemara responds: In a case 
where the animals were consecrated before the altar was built, the 
animals are considered initially deferred, i.e., deferred from the time 
they were initially consecrated. In this case all agree they are not 
permanently deferred and they can be sacrificed when the altar is built. 


Rather, explain the baraita as follows: If the animals were consecrated 
before the altar was destroyed in the First Temple, and then the 
altar was destroyed and rebuilt, the animals are still disqualified. The 
Gemara questions this reading: Can the baraita be referring to a case 
where the altar was destroyed in the First Temple? Didn’t the animals 
become too old for sacrifice by the time the altar was constructed 
in the Second Temple? 


The Gemara emends the baraita yet again: Rather, the baraita is refer- 
ring to a case where one consecrated the animals before the altar was 
damaged, and subsequently the altar was damaged. The halakha is 
that the animals are disqualified. It seems from this baraita that even 
sacrificial animals that were not yet slaughtered when the altar became 
damaged are nevertheless permanently disqualified, in contrast to 
the opinion of Rav. The Gemara rejects this proof: But did you not 
already have to emend the text of the baraita? Emend it differently 
and say that the case is where the animals were slaughtered before 
the altar became damaged. Accordingly, there is no proof from this 
baraita with regard to the deferral of living animals. 


Rav said that sacrificial animals that were slaughtered in the Temple 
courtyard when the altar was in a damaged state are disqualified. The 
Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav says: In a case 
where the golden altar became uprooted" from its location in the 
Sanctuary, one may burn the incense in its place? Apparently, it is 
not essential to have the altar in order to sacrifice offerings. 


The Gemara answers: It is like that which Rava says (60a): Although 
Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the entire Temple courtyard is fit for 
burning the sacrificial portions of offerings, Rabbi Yehuda would 
concede with regard to the presenting of the blood that it must be 
performed specifically on the altar. Here too, the Gemara says, Rav 
concedes with regard to the blood that an altar is required. Conse- 
quently, if consecrated offerings were slaughtered when the altar was 
in a damaged state, since the blood may not be presented, the offering 
is disqualified. 


HALAKHA 

Before the altar was built — nayan 7222 xow Y: 
If before the altar was built one consecrated animals 
to be sacrificed, they may be sacrificed once the altar 
is built, as a case where an animal was initially deferred 
is not considered as having the status of deferment 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
3:24). 


Where the altar became uprooted - 3pyaw nam: 
In a case where the altar became entirely uprooted, 
one is able to burn the incense it its original location, 
in accordance with the ruling of Rav (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:2). 
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NOTES 

The copper altar, etc. — 151 Mata: The standard text of the 
verse, as well as the text in all versions of the Gemara, is: 
“The copper altar that was before the Lord.” It seems from 
60a that the Gemara initially understood that according 
to Rabbi Yehuda, the copper altar mentioned in the verse 
was that which was built by Moses. This presumably is the 
source for the parenthetical text referring to Moses in the 
baraita. In any event, itis clear that the altar discussed was 
actually built by Solomon in place of Moses altar, in accor- 
dance with Rashi’s commentary here (see notes to 60a). 
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NOTES 


A thousand burnt offerings did Solomon offer, etc. — 
^D mibw n niby ax: The area of the pyre on this altar 
was quite small, as the Gemara proceeds to demonstrate. 
Therefore, a significant amount of time was needed for 
he burning of the one thousand burnt offerings. Rashi 
adds that a fire descended from Heaven to hasten this 
process. 


This was greater than that - ma bina m: The area of the 
pyre on Moses altar was one square cubit, while the area 
of the pyre on Solomon's altar in the Temple was four 
hundred square cubits (see Middot 35b). If Solomon sac- 
rificed one thousand offerings on Moses’ altar, he could 
have sacrificed 400,000 on his altar, which is far more 
han the 142,000 offerings he sacrificed. 


What is, was too small to receive — Yom jop ma: The 
verse does not mean that the purpose for Solomon's 
consecration of the floor of the Temple courtyard was to 
use it as the area in which to burn the offerings. Rather, it 
is teaching that Solomon consecrated it for the purpose 
of the large altar that he was to build (see 60a). Accord- 
ingly, the phrase “too small to receive” is referring not to 
the copper altar of Solomon but to the altar constructed 
by Moses. As the Gemara will explain, this phrase is a 
euphemism alluding to the reason for discontinuing the 
use of Moses’ altar. 


Was large — mabit: oses'altar measured ten cubits by 
ten cubits. The area of the pyre was six cubits by six cubits, 
a total of thirty-six square cubits, while the area of the 
pyre on Solomon's altar was four hundred square cubits, 
i.e., approximately eleven times larger. According to the 
ratio of one thousand offerings to thirty-six square cubits, 
only eleven thousand sacrifices should have been able to 
fit on Solomon's altar, significantly less than his 142,000. 
Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the verse is to be 
understood literally. 


LANGUAGE 


Dwarf [nanas] — Daz: From the Greek vãvoç, nanos, 
meaning dwarf. 
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Having briefly mentioned Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, the Gemara asks: 
What is the context of the statement of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara 
answers: As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to 
the inauguration of the Temple in the time of King Solomon: “On 
that day the king sanctified the middle of the court that was before 
the House of the Lord; as there he offered the burnt offering, and the 
meal offering, and the fat of the peace offerings; because the copper 
altar’ that was before the Lord was too small to receive the burnt 
offering, and the meal offering, and the fat of the peace offerings” 
(1 Kings 8:64). The matters in the verse are to be understood as they 
are written, i.e., that the altar in the Temple was too small to receive 
all of the offerings that Solomon sacrificed, and Solomon therefore 
sanctified the Temple courtyard so that it, too, could function as an 
altar; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei said to him: 


But isn’t it already stated with regard to the altar that Moses built: 
“A thousand burnt offerings did Solomon offer" upon that altar” 
(1 Kings 3:4), while with regard to the Eternal House, i.e., the Temple, 
it states: “And Solomon offered for the sacrifice of peace offerings, 
which he offered to the Lord, two and twenty thousand cattle and 

one hundred and twenty thousand sheep” (1 Kings 8:63)? 


And when you arrive at the calculation of burnt offerings and the 
number of cubits for each altar, this was greater than that," i.e., Solo- 
mon sacrificed more offerings per square cubit on Moses’ altar than 
he did on the altar in the Temple upon its inauguration. Therefore, it 
is difficult to suggest that the altar in the Temple was not large enough 
to accommodate the number of offerings that Solomon sacrificed. 


Rabbi Yosei presents an alternative understanding of the verse: Rather, 
what is the meaning of the phrase “because the copper altar... was 
too small to receive”?" It is not referring to the altar built by Solo- 
mon, but rather to the copper altar built in the time of Moses, which 
was disqualified from use from the day of the Temple’s inauguration 
on. Rather than stating outright that the altar became disqualified, 
the verse employed a euphemism, like a person who says to his 
friend: So-and-so is a dwarf [nanas], and what he really means to 
say is that he is disqualified from performing the Temple service. 
Similarly, rather than stating outright that the altar built in the time 
of Moses became disqualified, the verse states that it was too small 
to accommodate the offerings sacrificed in the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda respond to this claim? 

Rabbi Yosei is saying well, i.e., his claim is persuasive. The Gemara 

explains: Rabbi Yehuda conforms to his standard line of reasoning, 
as he says that the altar that Moses built was large." As it is taught 

in a baraita: The verse states that the altar built in the time of Moses 

was: “Five cubits long and five cubits wide” (Exodus 27:1). The mat- 
ters in the verse are to be understood as they are written; this is the 

statement of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: It is stated here that the altar built in the time of 
Moses was: “Square” (Exodus 27:1), and it is stated there, in Ezekiel’s 
prophetic description of the altar, that it is: “Square” (Ezekiel 43:16). 
Just as there, in Ezekiel’s vision, he was measuring the distance in 
each direction from its center, so too here, the verse was measuring 
the altar that Moses built from its center. Accordingly, the altar built 
by Moses was ten cubits by ten cubits. As a result, Solomon sacrificed 
more offerings per square cubit of space on the altar in the Temple 
than he did on the altar built by Moses. It is therefore possible that the 
altar in the Temple was not sufficient to accommodate the offerings, 
and Solomon consecrated the Temple courtyard to serve as an altar. 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the altar 
mentioned there, in Ezekiel, was measured from its center? The 
Gemara answers: As it is written: “And the hearth shall be twelve 
cubits long by twelve wide, square, to its four sides” (Ezekiel 
43:16). The Gemara asks: Does the verse mean twelve cubits in 
each direction from the center of the altar, so that in total it was 
twenty-four by twenty-four cubits? Or perhaps the altar was only 
a total of twelve by twelve cubits. The Gemara answers: When 
the verse states: “To its four sides,” it teaches that Ezekiel was 
measuring from the center of the altar. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yosei respond to Rabbi 
Yehuda’s claim? The Gemara answers: When he learns the verbal 
analogy, he learns it with regard to the altar’s height." As it is 
taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the altar built 
in the time of Moses: “And its height shall be three cubits” (Exo- 
dus 27:1). The matters in the verse are to be understood as they 
are written, i.e., that the height of the altar was three cubits. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei says: It is stated here that the altar built in the time 
of Moses was: “Square” (Exodus 27:1), and it is stated there that 
the incense altar was: “Square” (Exodus 30:2). The verbal analogy 
indicates that just as there, with regard to the incense altar, its 
height was twice its length, so too here, the height of the altar 
built in the time of Moses was twice its length, i.e., ten cubits. 


Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Yosei: But isn’t it already stated: 
“The length of the court shall be a hundred cubits... and the 
height five cubits” (Exodus 27:18)? Is it possible that the priest 
would stand atop the altar and hold the items with which he 
would perform the sacrificial service in his hand, and the whole 
nation could see him from outside the courtyard? That would 
constitute a lack of respect for the service in the Tabernacle. 


Rabbi Yosei said back to him: But isn’t it already stated: “And 
the curtains of the court, and the screen for the door of the 


gate of the court which is by the Tabernacle and by the altar” 


(Numbers 4:26)? This verse juxtaposes the Tabernacle with the 
altar to teach that just as the Tabernacle was ten cubits high, 
so too, the altar was ten cubits high. And another verse states: 
“The curtains were fifteen 


cubits" for the one side” (Exodus 38:14), which indicates that the 
height of the curtains surrounding the courtyard of the Tabernacle 
was fifteen cubits. And what is the meaning when the verse states: 
“And the height five cubits” (Exodus 27:18)? It is referring to the 
height of the curtains from the upper edge of the altar and above; 
the curtains surrounding the courtyard were five cubits higher 
than the altar. 


Rabbi Yosei continues: And what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “And you shall make the altar... and its height shall be 
three cubits” (Exodus 27:1)? The verse means that the altar mea- 
sures three cubits from the edge of the surrounding ledge and 
above." 


From the edge of the surrounding ledge and above - a30 nawn 


NOTES 
this meshwork reached the height of six cubits, plus an additional 


mys: Moses' altar did not have a surrounding ledge. Instead, it three cubits until the top of the altar, and one more cubit for the 


had a copper meshwork one cubit high, which was located at 


corners of the altar. 


the midpoint of the altar. Consequently, according to Rabbi Yosei, 


HALAKHA 
The altar’s height - naan 33: All of the altars, 
including the altar Moses built in the wilderness, 
the altar Solomon built, those built by the Jews in 
exile, and the altar destined to be built, are ten cubits 
high, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:5). 


NOTES 
And another verse states, the curtains were 
fifteen cubits - max mwy wan op vine: 
seems that Rashi understands this as a source 
that Rabbi Yosei cites to prove the height of the 
curtains at the entrance to the Tabernacle court- 
yard. Tosafot disagree with this understanding, as 
it is clear from the verse’s context that it is referring 
to the curtains’ width on either side of the entrance 
to the Tabernacle. Tosafot conclude, therefore, that 
t 
t 


he term: And it states, should be removed from 
e Gemara's text. They explain that Rabbi Yosei is 
not citing a verse, but rather he is stating his opin- 
ion based on logic, and, if anything, he is using the 
verse in a stylistic manner (see Rabbeinu Tam, Sefer 
HaYashar 319). 
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NOTES 
The stone altar that Solomon built, etc. — O46 nam 
^a) miw mwyw: Although Solomon's altar was made of 
stone, the relevant verse refers to it as the copper altar 
(| Kings 8:64). This is because it served the same function as 
Moses’ copper altar in the Tabernacle, i.e., it was the external 
altar for animal offerings. 
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The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda, who understands 
that the copper altar built in the time of Moses was actually three 
cubits high, interpret the verbal analogy based upon the word 

“square,” from which Rabbi Yosei derived that the height of the 
copper altar was ten cubits? The Gemara answers: When he learns 
the verbal analogy, he learns it with regard to the altar’s width, 
not its height. This is based on the verse in Ezekiel (see 59b). 
Accordingly, it teaches that the altar built in the time of Moses 
was ten cubits by ten cubits. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda, who main- 
tains that the altar was three cubits high and the curtains surround- 
ing the courtyard of the Tabernacle were five cubits high, isn’t the 

priest visible while performing the service atop the altar? The 

Gemara answers: Granted, the priest is visible, but the items with 

which he performs the sacrificial service that are in his hand are 

not visible. 


The Gemara returns to the original dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Yosei with regard to whether or not Solomon conse- 
crated the floor of the Temple courtyard. Granted, according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that the floor of the Temple court- 
yard was consecrated so that it could serve as an altar, this is the 
meaning of that which is written: “The king sanctified the middle 
of the court” (1 Kings 8:64). But according to Rabbi Yosei, what 
is the meaning of the phrase “the king sanctified”? The Gemara 
answers: It means that Solomon sanctified the courtyard in order 
to stand the altar in it. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, according to Rabbi Yosei, who 
maintains that the surface of the altar built in the time of Moses 
was five cubits by five cubits, this is the meaning of that which 
is written in the continuation of that verse: “Because the copper 
altar that was before the Lord was too small to receive.” But 
according to Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that its surface area 
was ten cubits by ten cubits, what is the meaning of the phrase 

“too small”? The Gemara answers: The verse is referring to the altar 
built by Solomon, and this is what it is saying: The stone altar 
that Solomon built" in place of the copper altar built in the 
time of Moses was too small to accommodate the large quantity 
of offerings. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Yosei disagree that causes them to interpret differently 
the verbal analogy based on the word “square”? The Gemara 
answers: One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds that we derive the 
dimensions of the external altar built in the time of Moses from 
the external altar described in Ezekiel; but we do not derive 
the dimensions of the external altar from the dimensions of the 
inner altar, used for burning the incense. 


And one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that we derive the dimensions 
ofa portable vessel, i.e., the copper altar built in the time of Moses, 
from the dimensions of another portable vessel, i.e., the golden 
incense altar built at that time; but we do not derive the dimen- 
sions of a portable vessel from the dimensions of an edifice, i.e., 
the stone altar in the Temple. 


§ Rava says: Although Rabbi Yehuda maintains that the entire 
Temple courtyard is fit for burning the sacrificial portions of offer- 
ings, he concedes with regard to the blood and holds that it must 
be presented on the altar, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
says: On Passover eve, a priest would fill one cup with the blood 
of the many offerings brought that day and that was now mixed 
together on the floor. And then he would pour it on the altar, so 
that if all of the blood of one of the offerings had been spilled 
and was never presented on the altar, this cup would contain a 
small amount of that blood and pouring it on the altar would 
render the offering fit. 
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Rava explains his proof: And if it enters your mind that Rabbi 
Yehuda maintains the entire Temple courtyard was consecrated 
so that it had the status of the altar, then the mitzva of sacrificing 
the Paschal offering was performed even if the blood spilled on 
the ground of the courtyard and was never presented on the altar. 


The Gemara attempts to reject this proof: Perhaps Rabbi Yehuda 
requires pouring a cup of the mixture of blood on the altar due to 
the fact that he holds we require pouring of the blood of the 
Paschal offering by human force. Since the blood on the floor of 
the courtyard was not poured there by a person, the mitzva has 
not yet been fulfilled despite the fact that the floor has the same 
status as the altar. The Gemara responds: If so, let the priest take 
the cup of the mixture of blood and pour it in its place on the floor 
rather than on the altar. 


The Gemara rejects Rava’s proof: But perhaps Rabbi Yehuda 
requires the blood to be poured on the altar only due to the fact 
that we require the mitzva to be performed in the optimal man- 
ner. Even if Rabbi Yehuda holds that the floor of the courtyard has 
the same status as the altar, he would agree that it is preferable 
for the blood to be poured on the altar itself. 


§ Rabbi Elazar says: In the case of an altar that was damaged," 
one may not eat the remainder of a meal offering on its account, 
as it is stated: “Take the meal offering... and eat it without leaven 
beside the altar; for it is most holy” (Leviticus 10:12). The verse 
is difficult: But did the priests have to eat the meal offering beside 
the altar?" A priest may eat sacrificial items even of the most sacred 
order anywhere in the Temple courtyard. Rather, the verse means 
that one may eat the meal offering only at a time when the altar is 
complete, but not at a time when it is lacking. 


The Gemara continues: We found a source for this halakha with 
regard to the remainder of a meal offering; from where do 
we derive that this halakha applies to all offerings of the most 
sacred order? The Gemara answers: The end of the verse states: 
“For it is most holy.’ Since this term is also used with regard to the 
other offerings of the most sacred order, it is derived through 
verbal analogy that these offerings may not be eaten if the altar 
is damaged. 


The Gemara continues: From where is it derived that this halakha 
also applies to offerings of lesser sanctity? Abaye said: It is 
derived from the exposition of Rabbi Yosei, as it is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Yosei says three halakhic matters in the name of 


three elders, and this is one of them: Rabbi Yishmael says: One 
might have thought that a person would bring second-tithe’ 
produce up to Jerusalem in the present," after the destruction of 
the Temple, and eat it. And ostensibly, it could be derived by 
means of a logical inference that one may not do so: A firstborn 
offering requires bringing it to the place, to Jerusalem, and eating 
it there, and second-tithe produce requires bringing it to the 
place (see Deuteronomy 12:17-18); just as the firstborn offering 
may be eaten there only in the presence of the Temple," so too, 
second-tithe produce may be eaten there only in the presence of 
the Temple. 


Second tithe in the present day — m7 pa.. Wun: The mitzva 
of second tithe is applicable even nowadays, in the absence of 
the Temple. It may be eaten only while the Temple exists, as the 


HALAKHA 
Rabbi Yishmael’s statement. The Mishne LaMelekh adds that the 
second tithe may be eaten in the event that the altar is constructed 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 2:1). 


verse juxtaposes second tithe with a firstborn, in accordance with 


HALAKHA 

An altar that was damaged, etc. — ^3) 03530 naya: 
It is prohibited to eat offerings of the most sacred 
order or offerings of lesser sanctity while the altar 
is damaged, as the verse states: “And eat it without 
leaven beside the altar” (Leviticus 10:12). Offerings of 
lesser sanctity may not be consumed in Jerusalem 
until the altar is repaired, in accordance with the 
opinions of Rabbi Elazar and Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:25). 


NOTES 

But did the priests have to eat it beside the altar — 
mbox naw byy 13y: According to halakha, a priest 
may partake of meal offerings anywhere in the 
Temple courtyard, in which case the verse cannot 
be taken literally. Therefore, Rabbi Elazar explains 
that the word: Beside, is to be understood as having 
an existential, rather than a spatial, connotation. 


NOTES 

Second tithe - 3w wyna: This is the tithe one 
separates from his produce after giving teruma to 
he priest and the first tithe to the Levite. The Torah 
states that one is obligated to bring the second tithe 
and consume it: “Before the Lord, in the place that 
He shall choose” (Deuteronomy 14:23). If the distance 
is too great for one to bring his produce to Jerusalem, 
he must redeem it where he lives and bring the 
money to Jerusalem, where he purchases food with 
he second-tithe money and consumes the food. 


Just as the firstborn offering may be eaten only in 
the presence of the Temple - 393 Kb% ipga m 
a7: According to halakha, a firstborn male animal 
is given to the priest. In the absence of the Temple, 
however, he may not partake of it until it develops a 
blemish, thereby becoming disqualified from being 
fit for sacrifice. 


:DTIPID: ZEVAHIM: PEREK VI: 60B 341 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Initial consecration - miw nwit: The sanctity that 
David and Solomon conferred upon the Temple area 
and Jerusalem has not ceased, as it is a consequence 
of the Divine Presence resting there. Therefore, sacrifices 
may be offered despite the fact that the Temple is not 
yet rebuilt, and one may consume the meat of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order in the Temple courtyard, 
even though there are no walls delineating the area. 
One may consume offerings of lesser sanctity and the 
second tithe in Jerusalem, even though it is not walled, 
provided that the altar is built (Mishne LaMelekh). 

By contrast, the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael with regard 
to the land-dependent mitzvot ceased with the 
destruction of the First Temple, except for the parts of 
Eretz Yisrael that were seized by those who returned 
from Babylonia in the times of Ezra (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 6:15-16, and see Ra’avad, 
Radbaz, and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Let the dilemma be raised with regard to a firstborn 
as well — »va°m 722 123 pw: In other words, if the 
Gemara questions whether or not the second tithe may 
be eaten nowadays, despite the condition that it must 
be eaten “before the Lord,’ it seems that the Temple's 
existence is not a critical factor in fulfilling this condi- 
ion. If so, one could present a dilemma with regard to 
a firstborn, as Ravina proceeds to describe, in which its 
blood was presented upon the altar while the Temple 
stood, and then the Temple was destroyed before the 
firstborn offering was consumed. This explanation fol- 
ows Rashi’s commentary. 

Tosafot disagree with this explanation for many rea- 
sons. They point out that if Rabbi Yishmael maintains 
he initial consecration did not sanctify the Temple 
forever, it follows that, upon the Temple's destruc- 
ion, neither the second-tithe produce nor a firstborn 
offering may be eaten there; the reason being that the 
consecration of Jerusalem is dependent on the conse- 
cration of the Temple. Accordingly, there is no dilemma 
with regard to a firstborn, and therefore no reason to 
derive the halakha of second tithe from that of the 
firstborn. Instead, Tosafot suggest that the Gemara's 
ext reads: And if he holds that the initial consecration 
did not sanctify, even the second tithe as well may 
not be consumed in Jerusalem. Ravina’s answer that 
ollows is also emended to explain that Rabbi Yishmael 
maintains the initial consecration did sanctify Jerusalem 
orever. See the discussion in the early commentaries 
o Makkot 19a. 
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Rabbi Yishmael notes that this derivation can be challenged: 
What is notable about a firstborn? Bringing the firstborn to 
Jerusalem is required only in the presence of the Temple, because 
it is notable in that it requires placement of its blood and its 
sacrificial portions upon the altar; will you say the same with 
regard to second-tithe produce, which requires only that it be 
consumed in Jerusalem? 


He continues: First fruits will prove that placement of blood upon 
the altar is not a factor, as they do not require placement of blood 
upon the altar, and yet they are brought to Jerusalem only in the 
presence of the Temple. Rabbi Yishmael counters: What is notable 
about first fruits? They are notable in that they require placement 
alongside the altar. Perhaps, since second-tithe produce does not 
require placement at all, even in the present one must bring it to 
Jerusalem and eat it there. 


Rabbi Yishmael concludes: Therefore, the verse states: “And there 

you shall bring your burnt offerings, and your sacrifices, and your 

tithes... and the firstborns of your herd and of your flock” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:6); the Torah juxtaposes second-tithe produce with the 

firstborn. Just as the firstborn offering may be eaten there only 

in the presence of the Temple, so too, second-tithe produce may 

be eaten there only in the presence of the Temple. 


The Gemara questions why a verse was needed to teach that second- 
tithe produce may not be consumed nowadays: But let the logical 
derivation return and the halakha will be derived from the com- 
mon element between the halakhot of firstborn animals and first 
fruits. Although each has a unique factor, they share a common 
element: They must be brought to Jerusalem and that they may 
be eaten only in the presence of the Temple. So too, second-tithe 
produce, which also must be brought to Jerusalem, should be 
permitted for consumption only in the presence of the Temple. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yishmael did not present this deriva- 
tion because it can be refuted in the following manner: What is 
notable about the two sources that share acommon element? Both 
firstborn animals and first fruits are notable in that they possess an 
aspect of being offered upon the altar. Since second-tithe produce 
does not share this characteristic, its halakhot cannot be derived 
from those pertaining to firstborn animals and first fruits. 


The Gemara asks: What does Rabbi Yishmael hold? If he holds 
that the initial consecration" of the Temple sanctified it for its 
time and sanctified it forever, then it should be permitted to build 
an altar and sacrifice offerings even nowadays, and therefore even 
a firstborn animal may be eaten. And if he holds that the initial 
consecration of the Temple area did not sanctify it forever, let the 
dilemma be raised with regard to a firstborn as well." 


Ravina said: Actually, Rabbi Yishmael holds that that the initial 
consecration of the Temple did not sanctify it forever. And al- 
though one cannot slaughter the firstborn to begin with, here we 
are dealing with a firstborn that was slaughtered and whose blood 
was sprinkled on the altar before the destruction of the Temple, 
and then the Temple was destroyed, and the meat of the firstborn 
still exists. 


It is prohibited to eat the meat of the firstborn in this case because 
its meat was juxtaposed with its blood, which is mentioned in 
the previous verse, as it is stated: “You shall sprinkle their blood... 
and you shall burn their fats... and their flesh shall be yours” (Num- 
bers 18:17-18). The juxtaposition teaches that just as its blood is 
sprinkled only on the altar, so too, its meat may be consumed 
only in a time when there is an altar. And the case of second- 
tithe produce comes and is derived from the case of a firstborn. 
Consequently, second-tithe produce may not be consumed unless 
there is an altar. 
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The Gemara asks: But does a matter derived via a juxtaposition 

with another case then teach that the halakha applies to a third case 

via a juxtaposition between the second and third cases? There is a 

principle that this is not a valid method of deriving halakhot pertain- 
ing to consecrated matters. Since the halakha with regard to the meat 

of the firstborn offering is derived from the juxtaposition of the meat 

with the blood of the firstborn, one cannot then prove that the same 

halakha applies to second-tithe produce simply because it is juxta- 
posed ina verse with the meat of the firstborn. The Gemara answers: 
Second-tithe grain is non-sacred, and therefore the acceptable 

methods for deriving its halakhot are not limited in this manner. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says: In determining whether the derivation involves consecrated 
matters or whether it involves non-sacred matters, we follow the 
matter that is derived from a matter derived from a juxtaposition. 
Since in this case the matter derived is second-tithe produce, which 
for these purposes is non-sacred, its legal status may be derived from 
juxtaposition with the halakhot of sacrificial matters. But according 
to the one who says: We follow the matter that teaches, i.e., from 
which the halakha is derived, what is there to say? The status of 
second-tithe produce may not be derived by means of juxtaposition 
with the status of the firstborn offering, which itself was derived 
from the blood of the offering, because the firstborn offering is a 
sacrificial matter. 


The Gemara answers: This is not a matter derived from a matter 
derived from a juxtaposition, as the status of the firstborn offering 
is not derived from the status of blood; blood and meat are one 
matter. There is only one derivation in this case, which is that the 
status of second-tithe produce is derived from the status of the 
blood and the meat of the firstborn. In any event, Abaye has proven, 
quoting Rabbi Yishmael’s statement cited by Rabbi Yosei, that even 
sacrificial items of lesser sanctity may not be eaten if the altar is 
missing or damaged. 


The Gemara relates: When Ravin’ ascended from Babylonia to 
Eretz Yisrael, he stated this halakha, that even items of lesser sanc- 
tity are disqualified if the altar is damaged or missing, in the pres- 
ence of Rabbi Yirmeya. Rabbi Yirmeya said: Foolish Babylonians! 
Because they dwell in a dark land, they state halakhot that are dim. 
Have they not heard that which is taught in a baraita: At the time 
when the Jewish people would dismantle the Tabernacle in order to 
depart on their journeys in the wilderness, sacrificial food was 
disqualified from being consumed, since the altar was not in place. 
Nevertheless, zavim and lepers were sent out of the relevant parti- 
tion; a zav was sent out of the Levite camp and a leper was sent out 
of the Israelite camp. 


And it is taught in another baraita: Sacrificial food could be con- 
sumed in two locations, i.e., one could eat it while the Tabernacle 
was in place and one could continue eating it after the Tabernacle 
had been disassembled and transported. What, is it not that this 
first baraita is referring to offerings of the most sacred order, and 
that second baraita is referring to offerings of lesser sanctity? 
Accordingly, Abaye’s statement that offerings of lesser sanctity may 
not be consumed if the altar is damaged is incorrect. 


Ravina said that there is an alternative reconciliation of the two 
baraitot: Both this baraita and that baraita are referring to offerings 
of lesser sanctity, and it is not difficult: 


PERSONALITIES 


Ravin — p37: Ravin’s name is an abbreviation of Rabbi Avin. He 
is called Rabbi Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud. He was the most 
important of those who descended, i.e., who went from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, in the third and fourth generations of the 
Babylonian amora‘im. 

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and immigrated to Eretz 
Yisrael at an early age. There he was fortunate to study Torah 


from Rabbi Yohanan, who lived to be an old man. After Rabbi 
Yohanan’s death, Ravin studied from his many students. Rabbi 
Avin was appointed an emissary to Babylonia to disseminate 
innovative Torah insights from Eretz Yisrael, as well as various 
Eretz Yisrael traditions that were unknown in other lands. He 
succeeded Rav Dimi as the emissary from Eretz Yisrael. Ravin 


transmitted new and revised formulations of the halakhot. 


Therefore, he is considered an authority and, in general, the 
halakha was decided in accordance with his opinions. Ravin 
returned to Eretz Yisrael several times. There he served as the 
transmitter of the Torah studied in Babylonia. His statements 
are often cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
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Perek VI 
Daf61 Amuda 


NOTES 


Before the Levites erect — 1ayw OTP: Rashi holds that this 
statement cannot be understood literally, as it is clear from the 
verses (see Numbers 10:11-28) that the altar was not placed 
in its location until after the Tabernacle was erected, and 
one was certainly not permitted to consume offerings of the 
most sacred order before the altar was placed in its location. 
Therefore, the Gemara must mean that the case in which the 
offerings may be consumed is when the Tabernacle and altar 
are properly erected. 

Alternatively, this statement can be understood literally, and 
the case involves a situation where the Levites erroneously 
switched the correct order of the assembly procedure; first 
the altar and only then the Tabernacle around it (see Tosafot). 


Perek VI 
Daf 61 Amud b 


— NOTES 

The altar in Shiloh - thw bw Mata: It is recorded in the book of 
Joshua (18:1) that after the Jewish people finished conquering 
Eretz Yisrael and divided it among the tribes, Joshua, along with 
the rest of the nation, established the Tabernacle of God in Shi- 
loh. It remained there until the Ark was taken from there during 
the Philistine war in the time of the High Priest Eli (see | Samuel, 
chapter 4). The mishna (112b) teaches that this structure was 
not like the Tabernacle in the wilderness, but rather was a 
permanent structure built of stone and covered with curtains. 


And one in Nov and Gibeon - ivan 312 bw ‘IM: The refer- 
ence to the shewbread in Nov, city of priests, in | Samuel 21:7, 
proves that the Tabernacle was once situated there. At a later 
point, during the time of Solomon, the verse mentions a great 
public altar located in Gibeon, where the king went to sacrifice 
offerings prior to the construction of the Temple (see | Kings 
3:4). Although these are two distinct locations, the Gemara 
counts them as one because the great public altars located 
here were of lesser sanctity than the altars in Shiloh and the 
Temple (see Rashi). 


Until Manasseh came and removed it - np) TONM NOW TY: 
| Chronicles 33:16 states that Manasseh rebuilt the altar When 
he repented from his sinful ways. It can be deduced from this 
hat he had previously destroyed it (Ra'avad in his commentary 
o Torat Kohanim). 
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This first baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, who derives that meat of a firstborn offering, which is 
an offering of lesser sanctity, cannot be consumed if the altar is 
damaged or absent, based upon the halakha pertaining to the 
blood of the firstborn. That second baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Sages, who disagree with Rabbi Yishmael. 


And if you wish, say there is a different resolution of the two 

baraitot: Both this baraita and that baraita are referring to offer- 
ings of the most sacred order. And what does the second baraita 

mean when it says the food may be consumed in two locations? 

It is referring to when the Israelites arrive at a new camp, before 

the Levites erect" the Tabernacle, 


and, when they are leaving the camp, after the Levites dismantle 
the Tabernacle but before they remove the altar. Since the altar 
has not yet been moved, it is still permitted to consume the 
sacrificial food. 


The Gemara continues: It was necessary to state this halakha 
lest you say that once the partitions surrounding the courtyard 
have been taken down, the sacrificial food has been disqualified 
because it is considered to have left the courtyard of the Taber- 
nacle. Therefore, the baraita teaches us that the food is permitted 
for consumption as long as the altar remains in place. 


The Gemara challenges: And say it is indeed so, that the sacrificial 
food should be disqualified because it is no longer within the 
partitions surrounding the courtyard. The Gemara explains: The 
verse states: “Then the Tent of Meeting shall travel” (Numbers 
2:17). This verse indicates that even though it traveled it is still 
considered the Tent of Meeting. Therefore, the sacrificial food 
is not considered to have left its designated area. 


§ The Gemara raises another discussion concerning the altar: 
Rav Huna says that Rav says: The altar in Shiloh" was fashioned 
of stones, unlike the portable altar constructed in the time of 
Moses, which was fashioned from copper. This is as it is taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: Why must the 
verses state that the altar must be fashioned from stones (Exodus 
20:22), and state again that the altar must be fashioned from 
stones (Deuteronomy 27: 5), and mention yet again the word 
stones (Deuteronomy 27:6), with regard to the altar, for a total 
of three times? These allude to three different stone altars: One 
in Shiloh, and one in Nov and Gibeon," and one in the Eternal 
House, i.e., the Temple. 


Rav Aha bar Ami raises an objection based on a baraita: The 
fire that descended from Heaven upon the altar in the days 
of Moses (see Leviticus 9:24) departed from atop the copper 
altar only in the days of Solomon, when he replaced the copper 
altar with a stone altar, and the fire that descended upon the 
altar in the days of Solomon did not depart until Manasseh 
came and removed it" by destroying the altar. And if it is so 
that the altar in Shiloh was fashioned of stones, it emerges that 
the fire departed the copper altar earlier, when the stone altar 
in Shiloh replaced the copper altar of Moses, many years before 
King Solomon. 
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The Gemara explains: Rav Huna stated his opinion in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Natan, as it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Natan says: The altar in Shiloh was fashioned of copper; it 
was hollow and full of stones. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says there is an alternative answer: What 
is the meaning of the statement in the baraita that the fire did not 
depart until the days of Solomon? It means that it did not depart 
in a manner in which it was nullified; it was still somewhat present 
in Shiloh on the copper altar, which stood together with the stone 
altar. The Gemara asks: What is it, i.e., what does it mean that the 
fire did not depart a manner in which it was nullified? The Gemara 
answers: The Rabbis say: The fire on the copper altar would emit 
sparks toward the stone altar when the priests would sacrifice offer- 
ings on the stone altar. Rav Pappa says: The fire was as a guest; 
sometimes it was here, on the copper altar, and sometimes it was 
there, on the stone altar. 


§ The Gemara continues discussing the altar: We learned in a 
mishna there (Middot 35b): The altar in the First Temple was 
twenty-eight by twenty-eight cubits. When the members of the 
exile ascended to Jerusalem in the beginning of the Second Temple 
period, they added four cubits to it" on the south and four cubits 
on the west sides of the altar, like the shape of the Greek letter 
gamma,_' i.e., the additions made a right angle. As a result, the 
altar in the Second Temple was thirty-two by thirty-two cubits. 
The Gemara asks: What was the reason for this expansion? Rav 
Yosef said: Because the size of the altar from the First Temple 
was not sufficient. 


Abaye said to him: Now, if in the First Temple era, about which 
it is written: “Judah and Israel were many as the sand that is by 
the sea” (1 Kings 4:20), the altar was sufficient, how could it be that 
in the Second Temple era, about which it is written: “The whole 
congregation together was forty and two thousand three hundred 
and sixty” (Ezra 2:64), the altar was not sufficient? Rav Yosef 
said to Abaye: There, in the First Temple, a heavenly fire would 
assist them and consume the offerings. Here, in the Second Temple, 
there was no heavenly fire" that would assist them. Therefore, they 
needed a larger area in which to burn the offerings. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he reported that 
which Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi says in the name of Bar Kappara 
with regard to the expansion of the altar: They expanded the altar 
to extend over the underground cavities‘ into which the libations 
flowed. Initially, in the First Temple era, they held that when the 
verse states: “An altar of earth you shall make for Me” (Exodus 
20:21), it means that it should be completely filled with earth. 


But ultimately, in the Second Temple era, they maintained that the 
altar’s drinking is like its eating, i.e., just as the offerings are burned 
upon the altar, so too, the libations must be poured onto the altar 
itself and not down its side. Consequently, they expanded the altar 
to cover the underground cavities, and created holes in the altar so 
that the libations could be poured on top of the altar and flow into 
the underground cavities. And according to this, what is the mean- 
ing of the phrase “an altar of earth”? It teaches that the altar must 
be attached to the earth, so that one may not build it on top 
of arches" 


NOTES 


There was no heavenly fire - ow by wx px: The Gemara in 
tractate Yoma (21b) explains that either there was no heavenly fire 
at all upon the altar during the Second Temple era, or that even 
if the fire was present, it was not strong enough to consume the 
offerings. Rather, it appeared as being crouched atop the altar. 


They expanded over the underground cavities — 1°Din prow: 
In the First Temple era there was a hole in the ground next to the 
southwest corner of the altar, from where the water and wine of 
the libations would flow into deep underground cavities. During 
the Second Temple era, those who returned from exile expanded 
that corner of the altar to cover the hole. They made two separate 
holes atop the altar through which the water and wine libations 
would be poured into the ground. 


HALAKHA 
They added four cubits to it — niang yaq% voy DDT: 
The area of the altar constructed by the people who 
returned from exile, which will also be the area of 
the altar constructed in the Third Temple, was thirty- 
two square cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 2:5). 


May not build it on top of arches - by xd wD sow 
w313: The altar must be constructed in such a way 
that it is attached to the ground and is built neither 
upon arches nor caverns (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 1:13). 


LANGUAGE 
Gamma — x13: This is the third letter of the Greek 
alphabet. Greek script was well known in the talmudic 
era and the forms of its letters served as examples for 
various shapes. The form of the letter gamma, T, depicts 
a right angle, which serves as an example of the altar’s 
expansion. 
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And not on 
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contradicti 
they pose 

sidered par 


Is this not as it is taught — san 1977 wh: Rashi, citing 
Nedarim 41a, explains that Rav Yosef fell ‘il toward the 


end of his li 


his Torah scholarship. That is why here he asks if the 
reason for the altar’s expansion in the Second Temple 


era is base 


realizes that he was mistaken and then remembers 


the correct 


Just as the House was sixty cubits, etc. - ma ma 
^a www: Rashi explains that just as the Temple that 


Solomon b 
could be e 
seems the 


it is granting the option should the need arise. It is 
stated in the Sefat Emet that were it not for Rashi’s 
explanation, it would be possible to explain the sixty 


cubits as re 


altar and its ramp. 


The ashes 
mentioned 


Midrash. Its meaning is that although Isaac was not 
actually sacrificed, the ram 


considered 
the ram are 


which alludes to this poin 
at the base of the altar, which, according to tradition, 
was in the same location that the binding occurred. 


Three prophets, etc. — 131 VWI) nyw: Three proph- 
ets ascended with the returnees from the Babylonian 
exile. One verified to them the precise location of the 
altar; one verified to them the size and structure of 
the altar; and one verified to them that all of the offer- 
ings were to be sacrificed even though the Temple 
was not yet built (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 2:4). 
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source. 


uilt was sixty cubits long, so too, the altar 
xpanded up to a length of sixty cubits. It 
verse is not stating an imperative; rather, 


ferring to the aggregate length of both the 


of Isaac — pry» by iag: This expression is 
multiple times hroughout the Talmud and 


sacrificed in Isaac's stead is 
as Isaac himself, and therefore the ashes of 
considered to be his own (see Genesis 22:12, 
). These ashes were placed 
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and one may not build it on top of tunnels." 


The Gemara relates that after reconsidering the reason for the 
expansion of the altar, Rav Yosef said: Is this not as it is taught" 
in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And they set the altar upon 
its bases” (Ezra 3:3), which teaches that in the Second Temple 
the size of the altar reached its full measure, i.e., that it was the 
ideal size, whereas in the First Temple it was not the ideal size? The 
Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the instructions 
David gave Solomon about how to build the Temple: “All this in 
writing, as the Lord has made me wise by His hand upon me, 
even all the works of this pattern” (1 Chronicles 28:19), indicating 
that the design of the First Temple was dictated by God? 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: The size of the altar in the First Temple 
was ideal, but in the Second Temple era there was a need to expand 
the altar, and they found a verse and interpreted it as follows. 
The verse states: “Then David said: This is the House of the Lord 
God, and this is the altar of burnt offering for Israel” (1 Chron- 
icles 22:1). The verse juxtaposes the House, i.e., the Temple, with 
the altar, which indicates that the altar is like the Temple: Just as 
the House was sixty cubits" (see 1 Kings 6:2), so too, the altar 
may be extended up to a length of sixty cubits. 


§ The Gemara discusses the construction of the altar in the 
Second Temple. The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to the 
location of the House, its shape was discernable from the vestiges 
of its foundations; but how did they know the proper location 
of the altar? 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Elazar says: They saw a vision 
of the altar already built and Michael’ the archangel standing 
and sacrificing offerings upon it. And Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha 
says: They saw a vision of the ashes of Isaac’ that were placed 
in that location. And Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says: From 
the entire House they smelled the scent of incense, yet from 
there, the location of the altar, they smelled a scent of burned 
animal limbs. 


Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yohanan says: Three pro- 
phets" ascended with them from the exile: One who testified to 

them about the size and shape of the altar, and one who testified 

to them about the proper location of the altar, and one who 

testified to them that one sacrifices offerings even if there is 

no Temple, provided that there is a proper altar. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: 
Three prophets ascended with the Jewish people from the exile: 
One who testified to them about the size and shape of the altar 
and about the proper location of the altar, and one who testified 
to them that one sacrifices offerings even if there is no Temple, 
and one who testified to them about the Torah and instructed 
that it be written in Assyrian script [Ashurit]* rather than the 
ancient Hebrew script used in the times of Moses. 


Michael - yon: Of the many named angels listed in rabbinic 
literature, just two, Michael and Gabriel, have their origins in 
the Bible. The former is a protector of the Jewish people who 
contends with the princes of Persia and Greece, as reported in 
Daniel, chapter 10. The latter assists Daniel (in Daniel, chapter 8) in 
understanding a prediction of those empires’ fates. According to 
Midrash, these two angels join Raphael and Uriel in surrounding 


God's throne (Bemidbar Rabba 2:10). 


BACKGROUND 


Ashurit — mangy: The Hebrew script currently in use is called 
Ashurit by the Sages, in contrast to the ancient Hebrew [/vri] script 
used by the Samaritans. The Sages disagree as to why the script is 
called Ashurit. Some explain that the Jews adopted it during the 
Babylonian exile, when the Jews lived in an area that included 
Assyria [Ashur]. Others explain that it derives from the word hap- 
piness [osher] or the word directness [yosher], which indicates an 
aesthetic, straightforward script. 
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Q The Sages taught in a baraita: The corner built at each point where 
the edges of the altar meet, the ramp upon which the priests ascended 
the altar, the base of the altar, and the requirement that the altar must 
be exactly square, are all indispensable" in order for the altar to be 
fit for use. But the measurement of its length, and the measurement 
of its width, and the measurement of its height are not indispens- 
able. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rav 
Huna says: In reference to each of these characteristics the verse 
states the term “the altar,’ and there is a principle that wherever the 
term “the altar” is stated, it serves to indicate that the halakhic detail 
mentioned is indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, then the engraving [kiyyur] that was 
on the altar according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, or the surrounding 
ledge of the altar according to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
should also be indispensable, as it is written: “And you shall put it 
under the karkov of the altar beneath” (Exodus 27:5). And it is 
taught in a baraita: What is the karkov?" Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
This is the engraving on the altar. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: This is the surrounding ledge. 


The Gemara answers: Yes, the karkov is also indispensable, as it is 
taught in a baraita: On that day when etrogim were pelted at a Sad- 
ducee priest who poured the water libation of Sukkot on his feet rather 
than on the altar (see Sukka 48b), the corner of the altar was dam- 
aged as a result of the pelting and the ensuing chaos. They brought a 
fistful of salt and sealed the damaged section. They did this not 
because it rendered the altar fit for the Temple service, but in defer- 
ence to the altar, so that the altar would not be seen in its damaged 
state. The reason the altar is disqualified is because any altar that does 
not have a corner, aramp, and a base, and any altar that is not square, 
is disqualified. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: Even the 
surrounding ledge is indispensable. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: What is the karkov of the altar? It is 
the area between one corner and the next corner, which is the cubit- 
wide place on top of the altar where the priests would walk. The 
Gemara asks: Is that to say that the priests would walk between one 
corner and the next corner? The Gemara answers: Rather, say: The 
karkov is the cubit-wide area between one corner and the other, and 
there was an additional cubit that was the place where the priests 
would walk. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And he made for the altar a 
grating of network of brass, under the karkov beneath, reaching 
halfway up” (Exodus 38:4), which indicates that the karkov was on 
the side of the altar and not on top of it? The Gemara answers: Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: There were two" entities called karkov. 
One was a slight protrusion above the midway point of the altar for 
aesthetic purposes, and one was an indentation on top of the altar 
for the benefit of the priests, to ensure that they would not slip off 
the top of the altar. 


It was taught in a baraita cited above that the measurement of the 
altar’s length, and the measurement of its width, and the measure- 
ment of its height are not indispensable. Rabbi Mani says: This is 
the halakha provided that one does not decrease its size so that it 
is smaller than the altar constructed by Moses." The Gemara asks: 
And how large was the altar constructed by Moses? Rav Yosef says: 
One cubit. Those in the study hall mocked Rav Yosef, as it is written 
explicitly: “Five cubits long and five cubits wide; the altar shall be 
square” (Exodus 27:1). 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Perhaps the Master is speaking about the 
area of the arrangement of wood? Since the corners took up one 
cubit on each side and there was an additional cubit on each side for 
the priests to walk, only one cubit was left for the arrangement of 
wood. Rav Yosef said to Abaye: The Master, i.e., Abaye, who is a great 
man, knows what I mean to say. Rav Yosef read, i.e., applied, the 
following verse to those who mocked him: 


HALAKHA 


The corner, the ramp, the base, and the square 
are indispensable — paayr 121) TID W331 77: 
The four corners of the altar, its base, its square 
shape, and its ramp are indispensable. The mea- 
surements of its length, width, and height are not. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the tanna 
in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 2:17). 


Provided that one does not decrease its size 
smaller than the altar constructed by Moses — 
nyn meyw nanan ann Kow taba: The mini- 
mum dimensions of the altar are one cubit wide, 
one cubit long, and three cubits high. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Mani (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:17). 


NOTES 


The altar - natan: In reference to the requirement 
that the altar be square, the verse states: “The altar 
shall be square” (Exodus 27:1), and with regard to 
both the base and the corners, the verse states: 
“The corners of the altar...the base of the altar 
(see Exodus 29:12). It should be pointed out that 
the ramp is not mentioned explicitly in the Torah; 
the Sages in the Mekhilta derive its source from 
the Torah prohibition against ascending the altar 
by way of steps (see Exodus 20:22). Nevertheless, 
Rashi does cite a Torah source from the verse that 
States: “In front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7), which 
indicates the area where the priests ascend the 
altar. 


What is the karkov — s1393 Wy: As Rashi explains 
further on, the Gemara is discussing the karkov 
that is mentioned in the context of Moses’ altar. 
Rashi understands karkov as being a slight groove 
around the altar’s perimeter, generally made for 
aesthetic purposes. It seems from Rashi’s com- 
mentary on the Torah that Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, maintains the karkov was a one- 
cubit-high groove, and below it there was a 
one-cubit-high meshwork netting that reached 
the midpoint of the altar. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
maintains that the karkov refers to a design made 
along the altar’s perimeter, in that same location. 
Some explain that according to Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, the karkov was a slight groove 
along the top of the altar, beside the place the 
priests would walk. 


There were two — niy "IA: One is mentioned in 
the verse, and was for aesthetic purposes. It is 
with regard to this that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagree. The 
second one, not mentioned in the verse, was 
ocated atop the altar (Rashi). It is significant to 
note that this Gemara refers only to Moses’ altar, 
as no aesthetic karkov is mentioned in reference 
o the altar in the Temple. Although Shekalim 8:8 
mentions the karkov in reference to the altar in 
he Temple, Rashi (Sukkah 54b) explains that it 
is referring to the surrounding ledge of the altar, 
which was in the precise location of the karkov on 
oses’ altar, according to the opinion that the two 
altars were of equal height. 


LANGUAGE 
Engraving [kiyyur] - #3: This means embossed, 
and refers to engravings, generally made in clay. 
The verb kiyyar also appears in other sources as 
kiyyad. It is unclear which is the original form. 
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NOTES 


Before Rabbi Tarfon...the children of Keturah - map 
MVP 24... }9 217: In this context, Rashi explains the 
connotation of this term differently, intimating that 
Rabbi Tarfon’s nephews were not capable of engaging 
in a halakhic discussion. 


With a shortened cubit [amah geduma] - 712173 mAN: 
This follows Rashi’s version of the text and means that 
his amah is slightly shorter than the standard length. 
According to Rashi’s explanation, Rav Yosef was chal- 
enging Rabbi Yirmeya's statement by citing a baraita, 
rom which it seems that the standard-sized cubit was 
used. Others suggest that Rav Yosef was citing a baraita 
hat supports Rabbi Yirmeya’s statement (Shita Mekub- 
betzet, citing Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz). Tosafot cite the 
version of the text of the Gemara found in the Arukh, 
which reads: Amah geruma, meaning an extended cubit. 
According to this, Rav Yosef’s challenge from the baraita, 
which indicates that the wood may not extend beyond 
the pyre, is readily understood. 


It is written in a verse that the altar must be square 
[ravua] - XN X337: Since the letters ayin and tzadi may 
be interchanged, the word may be read as though it says 
ravutz, which means lying down or crouching. 


HALAKHA 
The logs that Moses prepared - nwn nwyw pna: The 
logs that Moses prepared were one cubit long by one 
cubit wide, and their thickness was that of a level used 
for smoothing out a pile of grain in a container the size 
of one sea. All subsequent logs followed these dimen- 
sions (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 7:3). 


There was a ramp on the south side of the altar - waa 
nara bw anint mt: A ramp was attached to the south 
side of the altar. Its jlength was thirty-two cubits and its 
width was sixteen cubits (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 2:13). 
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“The children of Keturah” (Genesis 25:4). Although Keturah’s 
children were children of Abraham, they were not of the same 
caliber as Isaac. Similarly, Rav Yosef was saying that his other 
students were not of the caliber of Abaye. Having mentioned this 
term, the Gemara relates: The sons of Rabbi Tarfon’s sister were 
sitting silently before Rabbi Tarfon. In an attempt to encourage 
them to say something, he began and said: The verse states: And 
Abraham took another wife, and her name was Yohani. They 
said to Rabbi Tarfon: It is written: “Keturah” (Genesis 25:1), not 
Yohani. Rabbi Tarfon read, i.e., said, about them the phrase “the 
children of Keturah” as they were able to contribute only this 
small piece of information. 


§ Abaye bar Huna says that Rav Hama bar Gurya says: With 
regard to the logs that Moses prepared" for the mitzva of burning 
wood upon the altar, their length was a cubit and their width 
was a cubit, and their thickness was like that of a leveler, a kind 
of flat stick used to remove the excess grain heaped on top of a 
container that holds one sea. 


Rabbi Yirmeya says: The length and width of the logs men- 
tioned were measured with a shortened cubit. Rav Yosef said: 
Is this not as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Upon 
the wood that is on the fire that is upon the altar” (Leviticus 
1:8). The seemingly superfluous phrase “that is upon the altar” 
teaches that the wood should not extend at all beyond the 
area of the altar designated for the arrangement of wood. Since 
this area was one square cubit, the logs were exactly one cubit 
as well. 


§ The Gemara discusses the ramp of the altar: We learned in a 
mishna there (Middot 36a): There was a ramp that was located on 
the south side of the altar," whose size was a length of thirty-two 
cubits by a width of sixteen cubits. The Gemara asks: From where 
are these matters derived, i.e., from where is it derived that the 
ramp is on the south side of the altar? Rav Huna said: The verse 
states: “And he shall slaughter it on the side [yerekh] of the 
altar northward” (Leviticus 1:11), which teaches that the altar’s 
thigh [yarekh] should be located in the north, and its face, i.e., 
the front of the altar where the priests ascend to it, should be in 
the south. The verse likens the positioning of the altar to a person 
who is lying down flat, in which case if his legs are to the north, 
his face is to the south. 


The Gemara asks: Why not say that its thigh should be in the 
north and its face should also be in the north? Perhaps the verse 
is referring to a person sitting with both his face and feet in the 
north. Rava said in response: Place the man on his face, i.e., the 
analogy is to a man who is lying down. Abaye said to him: On 
the contrary, sit the man straight up so that his face and his legs 
are facing the same direction. 


Rava said back to him: It is written in a verse that the altar must 
be “square [ravua]” (Exodus 27:1)," which indicates lying down 
or crouching, as it is similar to the term ravutz, meaning crouching. 
Abaye challenges Rava: But this word is necessary to teach that 
the altar must be square. Rava responds: Is it written in the verse 
that the altar must be square [merubba]? The verse specifically 
uses the form ravua in order to allude to the word ravutz, crouching. 
Abaye counters: According to your reasoning, is it written in the 
verse that the altar must be ravutz? Rava answers: It is written 
in the verse that the altar must be ravua, which is a term that 
indicates this, i.e., that the altar must be square, and indicates 
that, i.e., that its positioning is comparable to that of a person 
who is lying down. 
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The Gemara adds: And another tanna cites the source for the ramp’s 
positioning from here, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 
says: The verse states with regard to the future altar: “And its steps 
shall look [penot] toward the east” (Ezekiel 43:17), which indicates 
that all the turns [pinot] that you turn" should be only to the right 
and you should turn to the east." Only if the ramp is in the south 
can one turn to the right and be facing eastward. 


The Gemara challenges: The verse indicates only that after a person 
turns he is facing eastward. Why not say that the ramp was located 
in the north and the priest turns left and faces eastward? The 
Gemara answers: This possibility should not enter your mind, as 
Rami bar Yehizkiya’ teaches: A verse describes the sea, i.e., the 
Basin, that Solomon built, in the following terms: “It stood upon 
twelve oxen, three looking toward [ponim] the north, and three 
looking toward [ponim] the west, and three looking toward 
[ponim] the south, and three looking toward [ponim] the east” 
(11 Chronicles 4:4). From the order of the directions in which the 
verse lists the groups of oxen under the Basin, it can be derived 
that all the turns that you turn should be only to the right and 
to the east. 


The Gemara challenges: That verse is necessary to teach its own 
information describing the Basin. The Gemara explains: If so, why 
do I need the verse to repeat the term ponim, ponim? It must be in 
order to teach how one turns while performing the sacrificial rite 
upon the altar, which, in turn, teaches the location of the ramp. 


§ Rabbi Shimon ben Yosei ben Lakonya asked Rabbi Yosei: Is it 
so that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai used to say that there is airspace, 
i.e, a gap, between the ramp and the altar?" Rabbi Yosei said to 
him: And you, don’t you say so as well? But isn’t it already stated: 
“And you shall offer your burnt offerings, the flesh and the blood” 
(Deuteronomy 12:27)? The verse juxtaposes the flesh of the burnt 
offering with its blood to teach that just as the blood is presented 
upon the altar via tossing" while the priest stands on the ground 
next to the altar (see Leviticus 1:5), so too, the flesh of the burnt 
offering is presented via tossing. In order to fulfill this requirement, 
the priest stands on the ramp and tosses the flesh over the gap 
between the ramp and the altar, so that it lands on the arrangement 
of wood. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yosei ben Lakonya said to him: If the verse 
simply teaches that the flesh must be tossed onto the arrangement 
of wood, it does not prove that there must be a gap between the 
ramp and the altar, as I say that the priest should stand next to the 
arrangement of wood and toss the flesh onto it. 


Rabbi Yosei said to him: When he tosses the flesh, does he toss it 
onto a part of the arrangement of wood that is burning or does he 
toss it onto a part of the arrangement of wood that is not burning? 
You must say that he tosses it onto a part of the arrangement of 
wood that is burning. And there, according to your suggestion that 
the priest is standing next to the arrangement of wood, he would 
have to toss the flesh, because it is impossible to place the flesh 
directly into the fire without the priest getting burned. It would be 
unnecessary for the verse to teach that the priest tosses the flesh 
while standing next to the arrangement. Consequently, when the 
verse juxtaposed the blood with the flesh, it must be teaching that 
the flesh must be tossed over a gap between the ramp and the altar. 


Rav Pappa says: The requirement that there be a gap between the 
ramp and the altar can be derived from this verse, because the jux- 
taposition teaches that the flesh is like blood in the manner in which 
it is tossed: Just as with regard to the blood there is space on the 
ground that interposes between the priest and the altar, so too with 
regard to the flesh, there is space on the ground that interposes 
between the priest and the altar, i.e., he stands on the ground next 
to the altar and tosses the flesh onto the altar. 


HALAKHA 
All the turns that you turn - mis TAX ni»a bs: 
All of the priests who ascended the altar would turn 
and walk to the right and descend the ramp via the 
left side, after circling the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:11). 


Airspace between the ramp and the altar — pa... 21% 
nanah waa: There was a slight gap between the ramp 
and the altar to allow for the tossing of the sacrificial 
parts upon the altar pyre. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:13). 


Blood via tossing - nna o7: The sacrificial parts are 
tossed atop the altar, just as “the blood is (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:4). 


NOTES 
To the right, to the east — nwa? po 11: The Gemara 
interprets the verse to mean that when the priest 
circles the top of the altar, he must walk toward the 
right side, i.e., the east. The only way to reach the east 
by turning right is if the ramp is located in the south. 


Rami bar Yehizkiya — mpr? Va 127: The text should in 
fact read Rami bar Yehezkel. 
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Q The Gemara continues discussing the ramp: Rav Yehuda says: 
There were two small ramps" protruding from the main ramp that 
led to the altar, on which the priests could turn to the base 

of the altar and to the surrounding ledge of the altar. They were 

separated from the altar by a hairbreadth, because it is stated: 
“Roundabout” (Leviticus 1:5), with regard to the altar. This indicates 

that nothing is attached to the entire perimeter of the altar. And 

Rabbi Abbahu says there is a different source, as it states: “Square” 
(Exodus 27:1), and if the ramps would be connected to the altar it 

would no longer be square. 


The Gemara continues: And it was necessary for the verse to 
write: “Roundabout, and it was necessary for the verse to write: 

“Square,” as, had the Merciful One written only: “Roundabout,” I 
would say that the altar can be circular. Therefore, the Merciful 
One wrote that the altar must be “square.” And had the Merciful 
One written only that the altar must be “square [ravua],” I would 
say that the word ravua simply means rectangular and the altar can 
be long and narrow. Therefore, the Merciful One wrote the term 

“roundabout,” which teaches that the altar must not have some 
sides that are longer than others. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (Middot 37b): The ramp 
and the altar together were sixty-two cubits long. The Gemara 
challenges: The dimensions of these are sixty-four cubits, as the 
altar and the ramp were each thirty-two cubits long (Middot 36a). 
The Gemara explains: The thirty-two-cubit measurement of the 
ramp is explained by a baraita that states: It is found that the ramp 
of the altar overhung the base of the altar by one cubit" and the 
surrounding ledge by one cubit, resulting in an aggregate length 
of thirty-two cubits. 


| HALAKHA 


Two small ramps — DvP Da3 W: Two minor ramps pro- 
truded from the large ramp of the altar, from which the priests 
could walk onto the altar base and the surrounding ledge. They 
were distanced from the altar by a hairbreadth (Rambam Sefer 


The ramp overhung the base by one cubit, etc. — 131712 mya: 
The large ramp of the altar was thirty cubits long upon the 
ground. An additional cubit extended above the altar’s base 
and another cubit above the surrounding ledge, bringing it to 


Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:14). 
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a total of thirty-two cubits long (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 2:13). 


Rami bar Hama says: The slope of each of the minor ramps," was 
one cubit of rise per three cubits of run; this was true aside from 
the main ramp of the altar, which rose one cubit in three and a half 
cubits" and one fingerbreadth and one-third of a fingerbreadth, 
measured by the tip" of the thumb. The slope of the main ramp of 
the altar was slightly less than that of the minor ramps in order to 
make it easier for the priests to ascend the ramp while holding 


the sacrificial portions. 


Each of the minor ramps, etc. - ^3) Was was bs: Literally: 
All of the ramps’ ramps. Some explain that this expression refers 
specifically to the two minor ramps protruding from the altar's 
main ramp (see Hawot Yair). It seems from Rashi that this is 
an inclusive expression alluding to all ramps located in the 
Temple. 


reached the top of the altar at a height of 9 cubits, 1 cubit 
for the base of the altar plus 5 cubits until the surrounding 
ledge, an additional 3 cubits until the altar top, and the tenth 
cubit occupied by the corners. One cubit comprises 24 finger- 
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breadths, or 6 handbreadths, as 1 handbreadth comprises 4 
fingerbreadths. In other words, the ramp extended 32/9 cubits, 
or 3% cubits, horizontally, for every 1 cubit it rose vertically. The 
measurement of 3% cubits can also be expressed as 3/2 cubits 
plus 1/18 cubits. The measurement of 1/18 is equivalent to 1/4 
fingerbreadths. Therefore, the Gemara refers to the gradient of 
the main ramp, 3%, as a run of 3% cubits plus 1 fingerbreadth 
plus 1/3 fingerbreadth, for every 1 cubit of rise. 

Tosafot cite Rashi as presenting a different opinion in the 
name of his teacher, who maintains that for every 1 cubit of rise 
the ramp actually extended 3% cubits plus 1 handbreadth plus 
1/3 of a fingerbreadth, a lower gradient than the one according 
to Rashi. Rashi himself disagrees with this opinion, as it would 


mean that the top of the ramp did not reach the top of the altar. 

This would be problematic, since the Torah renders forbidden 
steps leading up to the altar (see Exodus 20:22). See Tosafot for 
a possible resolution to Rashi's question. 


By the tip — xg: Rashi does not have this term in his ver- 
sion of the text. Some explain that this refers to the knuckle of 
the thumb (see Josafot on Menahot 41b). Some explain that 
it refers to the tip of the thumb, which is a smaller size than 
the knuckle (see Maharam of Rothenburg). The Arukh has a 
different version of the term, which apparently refers to the 


pinky. 
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MI SHN A Handfuls were removed® from the 


meal offerings in any place" in the 
Temple courtyard and were consumed within the area 
enclosed by the curtains by males of the priesthood, pre- 
pared in any form of food preparation that he chooses, e.g., 
roasted or boiled, for one day and night, until midnight. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar says: A meal offering 

that had its handful removed in the 
Sanctuary" is valid, as we found with regard to the removal 
of the two bowls of frankincense that were placed beside 
the shewbread on the Table, which was located in the Sanctu- 
ary. On Shabbat, these bowls of frankincense were removed 
and burned on the altar, which allowed the shewbread to 
be eaten. Removal of the bowls of frankincense paralleled 
the process of removing a handful from a meal offering; just 
as the removal of the bowls took place in the Sanctuary, so 
could the removal of a handful of the meal offering be done 
in the Sanctuary. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises an objection from a baraita: The verse 
states with regard to the meal offerings: “And he shall bring 
it to Aaron’s sons, the priests; and he shall take from there 
his handful” (Leviticus 2:2). The term “from there” indicates 
that the handful must be taken from a place where the feet 
of the non-priest who brought the meal offering may stand, 
i.e., the Temple courtyard, but not the Sanctuary, in direct 
contradiction to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. 


The baraita continues: Ben Beteira says there is a different 
explanation of the verse. From where is it derived that if the 
priest removed a handful with his left hand, that he should 
return the handful to the vessel and then remove another 
handful with his right hand? The verse states: “And he shall 
take from there his handful,” indicating that he may take it 
from the place where he already removed a handful. 


The Gemara answers: There are those who say that Rabbi 
Yirmeya raises the objection and he resolves it, and there are 
those who say that Rabbi Akiva said to Rabbi Yirmeya bar 
Tahlifa: I will explain to you the solution. The verse that indi- 
cates that the handful is taken from a place where non-priests 
may stand is necessary only to render the entire Temple 
courtyard valid for removing the handful, but not to indicate 
that one may not take the handful in the Sanctuary. 


This was necessary because it might enter your mind to say 
that since a burnt offering is one of the offerings of the most 
sacred order, and a meal offering is also one of the offerings 
of the most sacred order, just as a burnt offering requires 
slaughter specifically in the north side of the Temple courtyard, 
so too, a meal offering requires the taking of the handful 
specifically in the north side of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara responds: What is notable about a burnt offer- 
ing? It is notable in that it is completely burned upon the altar. 
Therefore, one would not have derived that just as a burnt 
offering must be slaughtered in the north side of the Temple 
courtyard, the handful must be taken from a meal offering in 
the north side of the Temple courtyard. 


And if one would attempt to derive that the handful of a meal 
offering must be taken in the north side of the Temple court- 
yard from the halakha pertaining to a sin offering, which is an 
offering of the most sacred order whose slaughtering must take 
place in the north side, yet is not completely consumed upon 
the altar, this too can be refuted: What is notable about a sin 
offering? It is notable in that it atones for those liable to 
receive karet. 


BACKGROUND 


Handfuls were removed - nixiapa: For most meal offerings 
a priest takes a handful and burns it on the altar; see, e.g., 
Leviticus 2:2. This rite, which parallels the slaughtering of an 
animal sacrifice, may be performed only by a priest. According 
o many authorities, the priest scooped out the flour with the 
hree middle fingers of his right hand, using his thumb and 
ittle finger to remove any surplus flour. He then consecrated 
he flour by placing it in a service vessel. Since the priest had 
o scoop out a precise handful of flour, no more and no less, 
he scooping of the handful was considered one of the more 
difficult services in the Temple to perform correctly. 


HALAKHA 

Handfuls were removed from the meal offerings in any 
place, etc. — ^3) Dipa boa DSa Nina: It is permitted 
for the priest to remove the handful of the meal offering 
anywhere in the Temple courtyard. The removed part of the 
meal offering may be consumed anywhere in the Temple 
courtyard by male priests alone. The meal offering may be 
consumed with any type of food preparation, provided it is 
not consumed in a leavened form. By Torah law, it may be 
consumed until daybreak, but the Sages, as a preventative 
measure, dictated that it may be consumed until midnight. 
This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:3, 8; 12:12, 14). 


Had its handful removed in the Sanctuary — bona Typ: 
The handful of a meal offering that was removed in the 
Sanctuary is valid. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar and the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:12). 
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HALAKHA 


One must bring the meal offering to the southwest 
corner — PIT MIWA {37a Awan: All meal offerings 
offered upon the altar require being brought near the 
tip of its southwest corner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:6, 13:12). 


Peace offerings that one slaughtered in the Sanctuary — 
bona jonww Dw: Offerings of lesser sanctity, such as 

peace offerings, may be slaughtered in any location in the 

Temple courtyard. Even if they are slaughtered within the 

Sanctuary, they are valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 5:4). 


That if gentiles surrounded the entire courtyard, etc. — 
pi muy ba me aia PTT OXW: Sin offerings, guilt offer- 
ings, and meal offerings are consumed by male priests in 

the Temple courtyard. In extenuating circumstances they 

may be consumed in the Sanctuary. This is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:3 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Peace offerings that one slaughtered in the Sanctuary — 
bona jonww onbw: Some point out that this logical 
conclusion can be drawn only with regard to peace offer- 
ings. By contrast, offerings of the most sacred order may 
not be slaughtered in the Sanctuary. This is presumably 
due to the fact that offerings of the most sacred order 
must be slaughtered in the north, and the Sanctuary 
is not considered to be in the north (Radbaz; Keren Ora; 
Shita Mekubbetzet 14a). 
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And if one would attempt to derive that the handful of a meal- 
offering must be taken in the north side of the Temple courtyard 
from the halakha pertaining to a guilt offering, which is an offering 
of the most sacred order that must be slaughtered in the north, and 
that does not share the unique characteristics of the burnt offering 
or sin offering, this too can be refuted: What is notable about a guilt 
offering? It is notable in that it is one of the types of offerings whose 
sacrificial rites are performed with their blood, which is not so with 
regard to a meal offering. 


The Gemara adds: It also cannot be suggested to draw an analogy 
from the common element shared by all of the offerings mentioned 
above. What is notable about all of them? They are notable in that 
they are all types of offerings whose sacrificial rites are performed 
with their blood. 


The Gemara presents a different answer: Rather, it was necessary 
for the baraita to teach that the handful may be taken from the meal 
offering anywhere in the Temple courtyard because it may enter 
your mind to say that since it is written: “And he shall bring it to 
the altar” (Leviticus 2:8), and then it states: “And he shall take up 
from there his handful” (Leviticus 6:8), indicating that the handful 
must be taken from the vessel in which the meal offering was brought 
near the altar, that the verses also indicate that the handful must 
be taken in the place where the vessel is brought near the altar. 


Therefore, just as one must bring the meal offering to the southwest 
corner" of the altar, so too, the removal of its handful must take 
place at the southwest corner of the altar. To counter this, the 
baraita teaches us that the removal of the handful may take place 
anywhere in the Temple courtyard. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: Peace offerings that one slaughtered in 
the Sanctuary" are valid, as it is stated: “And he shall slaughter it 
at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 3:2), i.e. in the 
courtyard; and the courtyard, which is of secondary sanctity, should 
not be weightier than the place of primary sanctity. Accordingly, 
as the offering is valid if it was slaughtered in the courtyard, it is 
certainly valid if it was slaughtered in the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rabbi Yohanan’s statement from 
a baraita: Rabbi Yohanan ben Beteira says: From where is it derived 
that if gentiles surrounded the entire Temple courtyard" and were 
attacking, making it impossible for the priests to remain there, the 
priests may enter that area, i.e., the Sanctuary, and eat the offerings 
of the most sacred order there? The verse states: “In a most holy 
place shall you eat it” (Numbers 18:10). 


The Gemara asks: But why is there a need to derive the halakha from 
this source? Let us say that it can be derived from the verse: “In the 
court of the Tent of Meeting they shall eat it” (Leviticus 6:9), and 
the place of secondary sanctity should not be weightier than the 
place of primary sanctity. Therefore, similar to Rabbi Yohanan’s 
statement, ifthe sacrificial food can be eaten in the courtyard, it can 
certainly be eaten in the Sanctuary. The fact that the baraita requires 
another source indicates that Rabbi Yohanan’s method of derivation 
is not valid. 


The Gemara answers: How can these cases be compared? There, 
with regard to slaughtering offerings, the act of slaughter is a sacrifi- 
cial rite, and a person serves in the presence of his master. There- 
fore, we say that the place of secondary sanctity should not be 
weightier than the place of primary sanctity, and if one can slaughter 
an offering in the courtyard, he can certainly do so in the Sanctuary. 
By contrast, in the case of eating sacrificial food, which is different 
because a person does not eat in the presence of his master, we do 
not say the rationale that the place of secondary sanctity should not 
be weightier than the place of primary sanctity. Therefore, a verse 
was required to teach that the priest may partake of the offerings in 
the Sanctuary. 
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MI S HN A The sacrificial rite of a bird sin offering" 


would be performed at the southwest 
corner of the altar. And if its sacrificial rite was performed in 
any place on the altar, the offering was deemed valid; but that 
corner was its designated place. And there were three matters" 
for which the portion of that corner below the red line that 
served as the demarcation between the upper and lower portions 
of the altar served as the proper location, and there were three 
matters for which the portion of that corner above the red line 
served as their proper location. The following rites were per- 
formed below the red line: Sacrificing a bird sin offering, and 
bringing meal offerings near the altar before removal of the 
handful, and pouring out the remaining blood." 


And the following rites were performed above the red line: The 
wine libation® that is brought together with animal offerings or 
as an offering by itself, and the water libation™ on the festival of 
Sukkot, and sacrificing a bird burnt offering when they were 
numerous and it was impossible to perform the rite in the east, 
i.e., the southeastern corner where the bird burnt offering was 


sacrificed. 


par ya pty -namh pips bp 


All those who ascend the ramp to the altar ascend via the right" 


side of the ramp toward the southeast corner 


And the remaining blood - 077 "yw: Rashi notes that this 
is referring specifically to the blood of sin offerings whose 
rites are performed on the outer altar. This is in contrast to sin 
offerings whose rites are performed on the inner altar, whose 
remaining blood was poured on the entire western base of the 
altar; not necessarily on its southern corner (see Shita Mekub- 
betzet on 64a). According to this explanation, the mishna can 
also be referring to the blood remaining from burnt offerings, 
guilt offerings, and peace offerings. This, in fact, is the opinion 
o 
o 


f the Rambam. It is possible that Rashi mentioned only sin 
fferings whose rites are performed on the outer altar since 
remaining blood was mentioned only in their context in the 
previous chapter. 

The mishna (Tamid 30a) mentions the existence of two 
holes in the southwest corner of the altar into which the blood, 
applied to the western and southern sides of the base of the 
altar, descended. It seems, therefore, that the southwest corner 
was also the location of the presenting of the remaining blood 
of sin offerings whose rites are performed on the inner altar 
(see 64a). Tiferet Yisrael suggests that the blood poured on 
the western base drained into the southwest corner via a 
pipe. It should be noted that the mishna here refers to the 
one cubit of the altar’s base that juts out into the south side 
of the Temple courtyard. 


Wine libation — }%7 J1: Wine sacrificed on the altar is 
referred to as a libation. Wine libations were brought together 
with burnt offerings of animals and peace offerings, as well 
as with the leper's sin offering and guilt offering. Different 
quantities of wine were required depending on the animal 
that was sacrificed: One-fourth of a hin, i.e., three log, accom- 
panied any sheep sacrifices other than a ram; one-third of a 
hin, or four log, was brought with a ram; and half a hin, or six 
log, was brought with a bull. A Jog is equivalent to between 
300 and 600 ml. Libations of wine could also be brought as 
independent, voluntary offerings. The wine was brought to the 
top of the altar where it was poured into a receptacle. From 
there it flowed through a spigot onto the altar and through 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 


The wine libation and the water libation — oam }97 p0»): 
The water libation and the wine libation were performed in 
the southwest corner. There were two underground cavities 
beneath this corner into which the libations drained. There 
were two small openings in this corner into which the liba- 
tions were poured, and from there they descended through 
drainpipes into the underground cavities below. According to 
one tradition, these cavities were in existence from the time 
of the world’s creation, while according to another tradition, 
King David was the one who excavated the cavities (see Sukka 
49a and 53a). 


a hole in the top of the structure. A drainage channel carried 
the wine to the Kidron River. 


Water libation — O21 316%: During the festival of Sukkot, 
in addition to the other offerings sacrificed in the Temple, a 
water libation was poured over the altar. This libation is not 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah, and its source is an oral 
tradition transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The water libation 
was accompanied by great festivity and ceremony, from the 
time that the water was drawn from the Siloam pool until it 
was poured over the altar. The water libation was performed 
onall seven days of Sukkot, including Shabbat, although it was 
not permitted to draw water for this offering on Shabbat. 
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HALAKHA 
A bird sin offering, etc. — 151 }\yt nxn: The bird sin offering 
was pinched at the nape of the neck in the southwest corner of 
the altar. Strictly speaking, it is permitted to pinch the nape at 
any location on the altar, provided that its blood is sprinkled on 
the lower half of the altar’s wall (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:6, 9). 


There were three matters for which...served - 0137 mew 
Nwawn...7m71: The following three matters were performed 
in the southwest corner of the altar below the red line: The 
rite of a bird sin offering; the bringing near of the meal offer- 
ing; and the rite of the remaining blood of burnt offerings, 
consumed sin offerings, guilt offerings, and peace offerings. 
The following three matters were performed in that same 
corner above the red line: The water libations on the festival of 
Sukkot, the wine libations, and the rite of a bird burnt offering 
when there was a lack of space in the southeast corner. This is 
in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:10). 


Ascend via the right — p2 74 poy: Everyone who ascends 
the altar does so via the right side of the ramp, circles the altar 
counterclockwise, and descends via the left side of the ramp. 
This is the halakha with the exception of one ascending for one 
of three matters that are performed atop the altar on its south- 
west corner. In these instances, one ascends via the left side of 
the ramp, immediately turns left to the southwest corner, and, 
upon completing the rite, retraces his steps and descends the 
ramp. This is in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:11). 
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NOTES 


They would ascend and descend on their heels - vnw 
apn by prin poiy: When a priest would complete the 
rite at the southwest corner, he would be facing the 
north of the altar. In order to descend the ramp, he 
needed to turn right, to the south of the altar, toward 
the ramp. 


Just as a sin offering requires the north, etc. - nxen ma 
"31 jiay ay: Rashi asserts that this version of the text 
is clearly problematic, since neither the removal of the 
handful of the meal offering nor a bird sin offering are 
performed in the north (see 63a). In its stead, he suggests 
an alternative text, found in Menahot (4a), which reads: 
Just as a sin offering is disqualified if offered not for its 
own sake, so too, a meal offering is disqualified if offered 
not for its own sake. See the first chapter of Zevahim for 
a lengthy discussion with regard to the meaning of an 
offering’s own sake. 

Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz explains that the text that 
appears in the Gemara is that of Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola. According to that version, the Gemara is drawing 
an analogy between an animal sin offering, whose blood 
must be received in the northern section of the Temple 
courtyard, and the rite parallel to that in the case of a 
meal offering; namely, the sanctification of the handful 
in a service vessel, and not the removal of the handful. 
Alternatively, Rabbeinu Tam suggests that the cor- 
rect version of the text reads: Just as the service of a sin 
offering requires the right hand, so too, the service of a 
meal offering requires the right hand. It should be noted 
that this version is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who permits performance of the service 
of the meal offering with the left hand (see 25a). 

Tosafot, citing Rabbi Hayyim, suggest an alternative 
version of the text, based on Menahot 61a: Just as the 
remaining blood of the sin offering is poured on the base 
of the altar, so too, the meal offering must be brought 
near the corner above the base of the altar. 


So too a sin offering is on the southwest corner — 4X 
mAT aw M Nxwn: This is referring specifically to 
the sprinkling of its blood, since the act of pinching its 
nape is not limited to one location. The rationale behind 
this comparison is that the sprinkling of blood is the 
only act that is analogous to the sacrificing of the meal 
offering, as both rites are performed directly upon the 
altar (Rashi). Additionally, logic dictates that one derive 
the halakha of the sin offering’s primary rite of sprinkling 
the blood from the primary rite of the meal offering. 


And that is sufficient — #1: Rashi, citing the Gemara 
in Sota (14b), explains that the term sufficient is a refer- 
ence to the fact that the priest does not need to have 
the actual meal offering touch the altar. Instead, hav- 
ing the vessel in which it is contained touch the altar 
is sufficient. 


HALAKHA 


He brings it near at the southwest corner — jpa mwan 
minI Maw: The ritual of carrying the offering to ‘the 
altar is required for all meal offerings, and must be per- 
formed at the southwest corner of the altar, opposite its 
edge. This is in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
13:12). 
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and circle the altar until reaching the southwest corner and 
descend via the left side of the ramp, except for one who ascends 
for one of these three matters, where they would ascend directly 
to the southwest corner of the altar, and descend by turning on 
their heels" and retracing the path by which they ascended rather 
than circling the altar. 


E E M ARA The Gemara asks a question about the 


mishna’s statement that the sacrificial 
rite of a bird sin offering is performed at the southwest corner 
of the altar: From where are these matters derived? Rabbi 
Yehoshua says: The verse states with regard to the sin offering 
of a destitute sinner, which is a meal offering brought in lieu of 
an animal or bird: “He shall put no oil upon it, neither shall he 
put any frankincense on it; for it is a sin offering” (Leviticus 
5:11). From this verse it is evident that a sin offering is called a 
meal offering and a meal offering is called a sin offering, so that 
their halakhot may be compared. 


Just as a sin offering requires slaughtering in the north" section 
of the Temple courtyard, so too, the handful of a meal offering 
requires sanctification in a service vessel in the north. And just 
as a meal offering is brought near to the southwest corner of 
the altar, so too, the blood of a sin offering is sprinkled on the 
southwest corner" of the altar. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to a meal offering itself, from 
where do we derive that it must be brought near the altar at the 
southwest corner? As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “And this is the law of the meal offering... before the Lord, 
in front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7). From the phrase: “Before the 
Lord,” one might have thought that the rite of bringing the meal 
offering near the altar must be performed at the west side of the 
altar, which faces the Sanctuary. Therefore, the verse states: “In 
front of the altar,” which is its south side, from where the priests 
ascend the ramp. 


The baraita continues: If the verse merely stated: “In front of 
the altar,’ one might have thought that the practice of bringing 
the meal offering near the altar must be performed at the 
south side of the altar. Therefore, the verse states: “Before the 
Lord,” which indicates the west side. How can these texts be 
reconciled? The priest brings it near at the southwest corner" of 
the altar, opposite the edge of the corner of the altar, and that 
is sufficient." 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Eliezer says: One might have 
thought that the priest may bring it near the altar to the west of 
the southwest corner or to the south of the southwest corner. You 
must say: Anywhere you find two verses, and acting in accordance 
with one of them fulfills itself, i.e., the requirement stated in that 
verse, and fulfills the requirement stated in the other verse, whereas 
acting in accordance with the other one of them fulfills itself 
and negates the requirement stated in the other verse, one leaves 
the verse that fulfills itself and negates the other, and seizes 
the verse that fulfills itself and fulfills the other verse as well. 


The Gemara explains: In this context, when you say: “Before the 
Lord,” which indicates that the meal offering should be brought 
near the altar at the west side of the altar, how have you fulfilled 
the other part of the verse: “In front of the altar,” which indicates 
the south side? But when you say: “In front of the altar,’ and 
bring it near the altar at the south side, you have also fulfilled the 
phrase: “Before the Lord.’ Consequently, the meal offering must 
be brought near the south side of the altar. 


MO TY VI 20129? [DTT ONT 
NP 


[o>] “tyes any oipo boa” 
DT WX 31 WS YP ND 
TPS ANT Dip! 2a DYP 
nip ma mE Ss AND? 

ANSI 


P32 22 PIVANI NT? MPA 
AIT AVT TYO- Navas oip 
xy mp wD - Dip bea 
ping jaw aya pva- AYN 

wast DT TUIA KIPON 


DDR ARAVIRRAN N 
maT Tag npe -naya Dip 
my3- naa Dips aa 


Perek VI 
Daf64 Amuda 


pws men x) nt ow 
Tony MIP vIn PNW TDN 
wamom 


-yg nen na onn ww 
MANTNI 


Ox RWY canst - NWT 
DNT- OTI PH naya 13 
aio by qaw 337 of ba my” 

“naan 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara asks: If one brought the meal offering near the altar 
at the south side, how have you fulfilled the phrase: “Before the 
Lord”? Rav Ashi says: This tanna holds that the entire altar stood 
in the north section of the Temple courtyard. The southern side 
of the altar was directly aligned with the midpoint of the Temple 
courtyard, directly opposite the entrance of the Sanctuary, and 
therefore it is considered “before the Lord.” 


§ The mishna teaches that if the sacrificial rite ofa bird sin offering 
was performed in any place on the altar, the offering is valid, but 
the southwest corner was its designated place. The Gemara asks: 
What is the mishna saying when it states that the southwest corner 
was its designated place? The mishna already stated that the sacrifi- 
cial rite of a bird sin offering should be performed at the southwest 
comer. Rav Ashi said: This is what the mishna is saying: Any 
place was valid for its pinching, but the southwest corner was 
the place for the sprinkling of its blood. 


The Gemara notes: We learn in this mishna that which the Sages 
taught explicitly in a baraita with regard to a bird sin offering: If 
the priest pinched its nape in any place on the altar, it is valid." 
If he sprinkled its blood in any place" on the altar, it is valid." 
If he sprinkled the blood, but did not squeeze out" the remaining 
blood upon the lower part of the wall of the altar, in accordance 
with the verse: “And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offer- 
ing upon the side of the altar; and the rest of the blood shall be 
squeezed out at the base of the altar” (Leviticus 5:9), it is never- 
theless valid," provided that he places some of the blood of the 
soul" anywhere on the altar from the red line and below. 


The Gemara asks: What is the baraita saying? It first states that 
the offering is valid no matter where on the altar its blood is sprin- 
kled, and it then states that blood must be placed specifically below 
the red line. The Gemara answers: This is what the baraita is saying: 
If he pinched its nape in any place on the altar, it is valid. If he 
squeezed out its blood in any place on the altar, it is valid, 


because if he sprinkled the blood but did not squeeze out the 
rest of it, it is still valid, provided that he places some of the blood 
of the soul anywhere on the altar from the red line and below. 
This version of the baraita states that the offering is valid no matter 
where on the altar its blood was squeezed out; but it is essential 
that blood is sprinkled on the lower half of the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches that there were three matters for which the 
portion of the southwest corner below the red line served as the 
proper location: The sacrificing of a bird sin offering, and the bring- 
ing of the meal offerings near the altar, and pouring the remaining 
blood. The Gemara cites sources to prove that each of these three 
matters was performed at the southwest corner: The source with 
regard to the bird sin offering is that which we said earlier (63b), 
that it is derived from a comparison to meal offerings. 


The source for bringing meal offerings near the altar at the south- 
west corner is derived from that which is written: “And he shall 
bring it to the front of the altar.”™ The source for pouring the 
remaining blood at the southwest corner of the altar is as it is 
written: “And all the remaining blood of the bull he shall pour 
out at the base of the altar” (Leviticus 4:7), which the Gemara 
derives to be referring to the southwest corner (see 53a). 


HALAKHA 
If the priest pinched its nape in any place...it is valid - 
Tyws...Dip2 ‘oa aon: It is preferable to pinch the nape of 
a bird sin offering at the southwest corner of the altar. If it 
was pinched anywhere on the altar, it is valid, provided its 
blood was sprinkled below the red line (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:6, 7). 


If he sprinkled its blood in any place - nipa boa TAT TPN: 
f the priest sprinkled the blood of a bird sin offering in any 
place on the altar, it is valid, provided some of the blood of 
he soul was applied below the red line. Significantly, this 
ollows the initial version of the baraita, even though it does 
not accord with the Gemara’s final reading (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:9, and see Mahari Kurkus 
here). 


If he sprinkled but did not squeeze out - 7¥% x) TPN: 
The squeezing out of the blood of a bird sin offering is indis- 
pensable. This is in accordance with the Gemara’s conclu- 
sion in Me‘ila (8b), in contrast to this baraita (Mahari Kurkus). 
Ra'avad, in his commentary to Kinnim 1:1, maintains that it 
is not indispensable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 777). 


NOTES 


If he sprinkled its blood in any place it is valid — Ariat mI 
mMyws Dipa boa: Rashi is careful to note that the term any 
place includes above the red line, provided it is near the 
southwest corner, a condition clearly mentioned in the 
mishna. 


If he sprinkled but did not squeeze out it is valid — mī 
TPH my xb): This is in accordance with the opinion cited 
earlier (52a) in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, which states that 
the intention of the verse is that the blood must be squeezed 
out only if some remains. If none remains, the absence of 
squeezing does not disqualify the offering. Others maintain 
that the squeezing is indeed indispensable for the validity of 
the offering (see Me’ila 8b). According to this opinion, attrib- 
uted by some to Rabbi Yishmael as well, the squeezing of the 
blood has equal status to that of the sprinkling. 


The blood of the soul — waait 07: This is a reference to the 
blood that spurts from the bird when its nape is pinched, i.e., 
the blood with which the soul leaves the body. This excludes 
both blood of exudate, i.e., blood that exudes from the bird 
after the initial spurt of its slaughter concludes, as well as 
blood located in the limbs. 


NOTES 


And he shall bring it to the front of the altar — oy TOAT 
navan 39: There is no single verse that contains this precise 
phrase. Rashi’s version of the Gemara cites the verse: “The 
sons of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord, in front of the 
altar” (Leviticus 6:7). That verse was cited on 63b as the source 
for the halakha that the meal offering is brought near the 
altar at the southwest corner. Josafot note that the Gemara 
should have simply stated that the source for this halakha 
was mentioned earlier, as it does with regard to the bird sin 
offering. The Shita Mekubbetzet, citing the Riva, explains that 
the Gemara here is referring to the verse: “And he shall bring 
it to the altar” (Leviticus 2:8), because that is the source of the 
very requirement to bring the meal offering near the altar 
before the handful is taken. The fact that this is performed 
at the southwest corner is derived from the other verse, as 
stated on 63b. 
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NOTES — 
As you have no parts of birds lighter — aya bp 1? pxo: 
The lighter the material, the more difficult it is to toss it 
ong distances (Rashi). 


More than thirty cubits - ma% ovhwan ani: Rabbi 
Yohanan is discussing a scenario where the priest per- 
orms the rite of a bird burnt offering on the southwest 
corner. As part of the rite, he must toss the crop and 
eathers a distance of more than 30 cubits to the place of 
he ashes. How so? The length of the top of the altar was 
28 cubits. The ramp was 16 cubits wide, and its top was 
ocated at the center of the altar top, leaving a space of 6 
cubits from the altar corners on either side. Consequently, 
here was a distance of 22 cubits from the southwest cor- 
ner to the northern edge of the ramp. As the Gemara 
proceeds to explain, the place of the ashes was a distance 
of 22 cubits south of the edge of the altar. It emerges that 
the priest had to toss the crop and feathers the distance 
of the diagonal of a square whose sides are 22 cubits 
long. Assuming the diagonal of a square is 1% cubits, if 
one would multiply this number by 22, the result is 30% 
cubits. 


It is more than thirty-one cubits - pn 4M pon 29D IT: 

As the mishna stated, the place of the ashes was a dis- 
tance of three handbreadths eastward from the altar ramp. 
And if, as demonstrated, the distance from the southwest 
corner to the edge of the ramp adjacent to the place 
of ashes was 30% cubits, it emerges that the additional 

three handbreadths brings the number to greater than 
31 cubits (Rashi). 


Libations, lest they absorb the smoke - Kaw D29) 
wyw: The mishna in tractate Menahot (86b) explains that 
wine that absorbed smoke is disqualified from being used 
for libations, even after the fact. The Rambam explains that 
the wine is disqualified since the smoke ruins its taste. 


BACKGROUND 
There were times when the priest would toss them, 
etc. — 131 {21 piang oya: In the image below, the 
dotted triangle depicts Rashi’s understanding of how to 
calculate the distance between the priest and the place 
of ashes as he performs the rite of a bird burnt offering. 


Aerial view of the altar 
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§ The mishna teaches that there were three matters for which 
the portion of the southwest corner above the red line served as 
the proper location: The water and wine libations, and sacrificing 
a bird burnt offering when they were numerous in the east, i.e., 
the southeast corner. The Gemara asks: What is the reason the 
sacrificial rites of a bird burnt offering were ideally supposed to be 
performed at the southeast corner of the altar? Rabbi Yohanan 
says: Because it is the closest of all the corners to the place of 
the ashes, i.e., the place where the ashes from the altar are placed 
every morning. The crop and feathers of a bird burnt offering are 
placed there as well. 


The Gemara cites a comment pertaining to the mishna’s statement 
that when the southeast corner of the altar is too crowded, the 
sacrificial rites of a bird burnt offering can be performed at the 
southwest corner: Rabbi Yohanan says: Come and see how great 
was the strength of the priests, as you have no parts of birds 
lighter’ than the crop and feathers, and there were times when 
the priest would toss them® more than thirty cubits" from the 
southwest corner of the altar to the place of the ashes. 


This is as we learned in a mishna (Tamid 28b) describing the pro- 
cedure of separating the ashes: The priest would take a coal pan 
of silver" and ascend to the top of the altar and clear the upper 
layer of coals to this side and to that side, and, using the coal 
pan, scoop up coals from among the inner, consumed coals and 
descend the ramp. When he reached the floor of the Temple 
courtyard, he would turn his face to the left, toward the north, 
and walk about ten cubits along the eastern side of the ramp. 
There, he would heap the coals upon the floor at a distance of 
three handbreadths from the ramp. This was the location where 
one places the crop and feathers, and the ashes removed from 
the inner altar and the Candelabrum. 


The Gemara challenges: The distance from the southwest corner 
to the location described in that mishna is more than thirty-one 
cubits." The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan did not consider 
the space taken up by people, i.e., the priest performing the service, 
in his calculation. 


Q The mishna teaches that everyone who ascends the ramp to the 
altar ascends via the right side of the ramp, circles the altar until 
reaching the southwest corner, and descends via the left side of 
the ramp, with the exception of one ascending in order to perform 
the wine or water libations, or to sacrifice a bird burnt offering on 
the southwest corner of the altar. In those cases the priest would 
ascend directly to the southwest corner. The Gemara asks: What 
is the reason for these exceptions to the standard practice? Rabbi 
Yohanan says: With regard to the libations, the priest would not 
walk all the way around the altar lest the wine or water absorb 
the smoke™ of the altar fire. And with regard to a bird burnt offer- 
ing he would not walk all the way around lest the bird die from 
inhaling the smoke. 


HALAKHA 


Would take a coal pan of silver, etc. - 121 993 by manna So: 
There is a positive mitzva to separate the ashes from the altar 
every day. How so? The priest who was assigned the rite to 
separate the ashes would take the coal pan designated for the 
task and ascend the altar. There, he would clear the upper layer 
of coals to the side and scoop up coals from the inner, consumed 
coals, and descend the ramp to the floor of the Temple courtyard. 
Upon descending, he would turn his face back toward the north 
and walk approximately ten cubits. There, approximately three 
handbreadths from the ramp, he would heap the ashes from the 
coals he scooped up. This was also the location where the crop 


Lest they absorb the smoke - nym Naw: All priests who 
ascend the altar do so via the right side of the ramp, except for 
hose who perform the following three rites: The water libations 
on the festival of Sukkot, the wine libations, and the rite of a bird 
burnt offering when it was too crowded on the southeast corner. 
n these instances, the priests would turn left at the top of the 
ramp to the southwest corner, instead of circling its entirety. 
The reason for this was to prevent the water and wine of the 
ibations from absorbing smoke emitting from the altar pyre, and 
o prevent a bird burnt offering from dying due to the excessive 
smoke (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:11). 


of a bird burnt offering, and the ashes removed from the inner 
altar and the Candelabrum, were placed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:10). 
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The Gemara raises a contradiction from the following mishna 
(Tamid 33b): If the High Priest was performing the sacrificial rites 
of the daily offering, after he would place the limbs on the fire on 
top ofthe altar and he would come to circle the altar, from where 
does he start walking? He starts from the southeast corner, con- 
tinues to the northeast corner, then to the northwest corner, and 
finally arrives at the southwest corner. And he is given wine to 
pour on the altar. This indicates that the High Priest circles the altar 
while holding the wine for the libation, and there is no concern that 
it will absorb too much smoke. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: 


The circling around the altar by the High Priest is done on foot,” 
i.e, empty-handed, as he was given the wine to pour only once 
he arrived at the southwest corner. Rava said: The language of 
the mishna is also precise, as it teaches that he is given wine to 
pour, and the mishna does not teach that one tells him to pour 
the wine, which would have indicated that the High Priest was 
already holding the wine as he circled the altar. The Gemara com- 
ments: Conclude from the language of the mishna that the High 
Priest was given the wine only once he arrived at the southwest 
corner of the altar. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: All those who ascend the ramp to 
the altar ascend via the right" side of the ramp and descend via 
the left side; they ascend via the east side of the ramp and descend 
via the west side, except for one who ascends for one of these 
three matters: The wine libation, the water libation, and the sacri- 
ficial rite of a bird burnt offering. In these cases, one ascends via 
the west side of the ramp and descends via the west side; one 
ascends via the right side and descends via the right side. 


The Gemara asks: Does one who ascends via the west side of the 
ramp do so via the right side? Ascending via the west side of the 
ramp is the same as ascending via the left. Ravina says: Emend 
the baraita so that it teaches that he ascends via the left side. Rava 
says: What is the meaning of the right side mentioned in the latter 
clause of the baraita? It is the right side from the standpoint of the 
altar, facing south, in which case the altar’s west side is synonymous 
with its right side. And what is the meaning of the left side men- 
tioned in the first clause of the baraita? It is the left side from the 
standpoint of a person facing the altar. 


The Gemara objects: But let the baraita be consistent and teach 
both this case and that case, i.e., the first clause and latter clause, 
from the standpoint of the altar, or let it teach both this case and 
that case from the standpoint of a person facing the altar. The 
Gemara concedes: This is difficult. 


HALAKHA 


Circling on foot - bya Dp: Out of concern that the libation was he given the contents for libation. If the priest did not circle 
water and wine would become disqualified by absorbing smoke _ the altar, he would turn left immediately upon reaching the altar's 
while the priest circled the altar while performing their rites, it was top, and perform the necessary rite. This ruling follows the mishna 
not permitted for the priest to hold the contents while circling. in Tamid 33b and the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Instead, he would circle the altar counterclockwise beginning in Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:12). 

the southeast corner. Only upon reaching the southwest corner 


NOTES 
Ascend via the right, etc. — ^3) pa? J17 poiy: Rashi 
explains that since the priests would need to turn right 
upon reaching the top of the ramp, they would ascend 
the ramp as far to the right as possible, in order to mini- 
mize unnecessary walking. 
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NOTES 
How was it performed — mwya m7 %13: There is a sen- 
tence that appears here in the Hebrew text, which reads: 
The priest would ascend the ramp and turn onto the 
surrounding ledge of the altar, and arrive at the southeast 
corner of the altar. It is clear that this sentence, which 
appears in the Vilna Talmud in parentheses, does not 
belong here. The bird sin offering was sacrificed at the 
bottom part of the wall of the altar, so that there was no 
need for the priest to ascend the ramp. Additionally, the 
sacrificial rite was performed at the southwest corner, not 
he southeast corner. 


Opposite its nape - many Suan: The mishna here adopts 
he phraseology used by the verse (see Leviticus 5:8). 
As Rashi explains, opposite in this context is not to be 
understood literally, as that would indicate the priest 
pinches the throat, which is clearly incorrect. Rather, the 
verse means that pinching may performed anywhere 
along the entire nape of the bird, and opposite indicates 
he entire area of the nape of the bird that can be seen, 
which reaches the wings. 


And would not separate — Soran Ðg: As the Torah 
states: “And he shall pinch its head opposite its nape, 
but shall not separate it” (Leviticus 5:8). The Rambam 
understands this literally, that the head may not be 
separated from the body. Rashi, by contrast, apparently 
based on the Gemara in Hullin 20a, explains that the 
prohibition against separating the head is not literal, 
but rather, it is referring to the cutting of both the gullet 
and the windpipe. Therefore, with regard to a bird burnt 
offering, in which the bird's head is separated, the priest 
merely needs to cut the gullet and the windpipe, but 
not literally detach its head. With regard to a bird sin 
offering, it is sufficient for the priest to cut only one of 
the two simanim, and that is enough for the slaughtering 
of a bird, unlike an animal, whose slaughter requires the 
cutting of both simanim. 


Squeezed out on the base - sot by mwaa: Here Rashi 
explains that the priest would press against the altar 
wall the area on the nape of the bird that was pinched, 
thereby squeezing out the blood. See Menahot 2b, where 
he explains that the priest squeezed the neck of the bird, 
spraying the blood on the altar wall. 


From the body of the sin offering — nxen qa: Rashi, 
a 


prinkles the blood directly 


ong with most commentaries, explains that the priest 


rom the sin offering’s body 


s 
to the altar, and does not do so using his finger or by 


receiving the blood in a vessel and then sprinkling it on to 
the wall. The Ra'avad, in his commentary to Torat Kohanim, 
suggests that the Gemara means that the primary mitzva 
is to sprinkle the blood of the body and not the blood 
of the head, though the latter would not disqualify the 
offering. 


It is written: It shall be drained [yimmatze] - 273 ny2: 

The word yimmatze indicates that the blood of the bird 

should be squeezed out at the base of the altar in addi- 
tion to having been sprinkled upon the altar. It can also be 
translated to mean that the blood shall be drained. Had 

the verse been referring only to the action of squeezing 

out the blood it would have used the active verb yematze, 
he shall squeeze. Since it uses the passive term yimmaize, 
itis derived that in addition to mandating that the priest 
must squeeze out the blood of the bird on the wall of the 
altar, the verse also means to indicate the other meaning 

of the term, which is that the blood shall drain out to the 
base of the altar. Based upon this meaning of the term 

yimmatze, the verse is stating that the priest must sprinkle 
the blood on a part of the altar from which it can drain 

on its own to the base of the altar, i.e., the wall of the altar 
below the red line. 
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MI S HN A The sacrifice of the bird sin offering, how 


was it performed?™" The priest would 
pinch off the bird’s head by cutting opposite its nape" with his 
thumbnail and would not separate" the bird’s head from its 
body. And he sprinkles from its blood on the wall of the altar 
below the red line. The remaining blood would be squeezed 
out from the body of the bird on the base" of the altar. The altar 
has only its blood" and the entire bird goes to the priests for 
consumption. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 


states with regard to the bird sin offering: 
“And he shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering upon the 
side of the altar” (Leviticus 5:9). This teaches that the blood is 
sprinkled directly from the body of the sin offering," not with the 
priest's finger or from a vessel. How so? The priest holds the head 
and the body and sprinkles its blood on the wall of the altar. And 
he does not sprinkle it on the wall of the ramp, and not on the 
wall of the Sanctuary, and not on the wall of the Entrance Hall. 
And which is this wall of the altar that the blood is sprinkled on? 
This is the lower wall, below the red line. 


The baraita suggests: Or perhaps the verse is referring only to the 

upper wall, above the red line. And this should be a logical infer- 
ence: Just as with regard to an animal offering, where the blood 

of a burnt offering is applied below the red line (see 10b), never- 
theless, the blood of the sin offering is applied above the red line 

(see Leviticus 4:30), with regard to a bird offering, where the blood 

of the burnt offering is sprinkled above the red line (see 65a), is it 

not logical that the blood ofits sin offering is sprinkled above the 

red line? 


Therefore, the verse states: “And the rest of the blood shall be 
squeezed out [ yimmatze] at the base of the altar” (Leviticus 5:9), 
which teaches that the priest sprinkles the blood on the wall where 
its remaining blood drains to the base of the altar. And which wall 
is this? This is the lower wall. The surrounding ledge of the altar 
is located one cubit above the red line, and any blood sprinkled 
above this ledge will not drip down to the base of the altar. The 
verse teaches that the blood is sprinkled on the wall of the altar 
from which it would drip down to the altar’s base unimpeded. 


The Gemara suggests: Let the priest perform the sprinkling of the 
blood above, as the baraita logically deduced, and then perform 
the squeezing below in fulfillment of the aforementioned verse. 
Rava said: Is it written: He shall drain [yematze]? It is written: 
It shall be drained [yimmatze]," which indicates that the blood 
trickles down to the base of the altar by itself. Accordingly, the 
blood must be sprinkled on a part of the altar wall from which it 
can trickle down to the base of the altar. 


Rite of the bird sin offering — siya nxen nwy: The priest would 
pinch the nape of a bird sin offering in the southwest corner of 
the altar, by cutting the majority of either the windpipe or gullet 
with his fingernail, yet he would not completely detach the head 


HALAKHA 


The altar has only its blood — 7724 Kb nan? px: Only the 
blood of a bird sin offering goes upon the altar; the rest of it is 
consumed by a male priest (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 7:7). 


from the body. He would then sprinkle some of its blood on the 
lower half of the altar, i.e., below the red line, and then squeeze 
out the remaining blood on the base of the altar (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:6). 
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§ Rav Zutra bar Toviyya says that Rav says: How does the priest 
pinch" the nape of a bird sin offering?” He holds the bird by its 
back in the palm of his hand and holds its wings with two fingers," 
i.e., the middle and index fingers, and its two legs with his next 
two fingers, i.e., the ring finger and pinky, leaving the head resting 
between his index finger and thumb, and he stretches its neck over 
the width of his thumb and pinches its nape with his thumbnail. 


The Gemara cites a varying opinion: It was taught in a baraita: The 
bird is not in the priest’s palm, but rather on the outside of his 
hand. The priest holds its wings with two fingers and its two legs 
with two fingers. Using his thumb, the priest bends its head into 
his palm and stretches its neck over the width of his two fingers, 
and pinches its nape. And this is the most difficult sacrificial rite 
in the Temple to perform. 


The Gemara asks: This is the most difficult rite to perform, and 
no other? But isn’t there also the removal of the handful of the 
meal offering and the handful of the incense" on Yom Kippur? 
The Gemara answers: Rather, say that the pinching procedure was 
a difficult sacrificial rite, one of the most difficult sacrificial rites 
in the Temple to perform. 


MI S H N A The sacrifice of the bird burnt offering, how 


wasit performed?" The priest ascended the 
ramp and turned to the surrounding ledge and came to the south- 
east corner of the altar. He would then pinch off the bird’s head by 
cutting at its nape with his thumbnail and separate the bird’s head 
from its body, and would squeeze out its blood on the wall of 
the altar. He took the head and neared the place of its pinching, 
i.e., its nape, to the altar in order to squeeze the blood from the 
head. He would then absorb the remaining blood with salt" and 
throw the head onto the fire on the altar. 


He then arrived at the body and removed the crop and the feather 
attached to it and the innards that emerge with them and he 
tossed them to the place of the ashes. He then ripped the bird 
lengthwise and did not separate" the two halves of the bird; but 
if he separated them, the offering is valid. He would then absorb 
the remaining blood with salt and throw the body of the bird onto 
the fire on the altar. 


BACKGROUND 


How does the priest pinch the nape of a bird sin offering - 
‘Nya oxen ppyin %3: The first illustration depicts the pinching 
procedure of a bird sin offering according to Rav, where the 
priest both holds and pinches the bird with his right hand. The 
second depicts the pinching of a bird sin offering according to 
the baraita where the bird is located on the back of the priest's 
hand. This is also in accordance with the opinion that the pinch- 
ing was performed with the right hand. 


Above: Pinching of a bird sin offering according to the baraita 


Left: Pinching of a bird sin offering according to Rav 


NOTES 

How does the priest pinch, etc. - 151 prin %3: Some 
commentaries explain that, similar to other sacrificial rites, 
the priest would hold the bird in his left hand and, using his 
right thumb, perform the pinching (Rav Ovadya Bartenura; 
Rambam; see Rashi). The Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot, 
maintains that the entire pinching procedure was performed 
with the priest's right hand. This accords with the Gemara's 
statement that this was one of the most difficult of the sac- 
rificial rites in the Temple to perform. 


Removal of the handful of the meal offering and the 
handful of the incense - nyam nyap: With regard to the 
removal of the handful of the meal offering, the priest would 
scoop the flour out with the three middle fingers of his right 
hand, using his thumb and pinky to remove any surplus flour. 
He would then place the flour in a service vessel to conse- 
crate it. Its difficulty lay in the fact that he had to scoop out 
a precise handful of flour, being careful not to drop any flour 
(see Yoma 47b). With regard to the removal of the incense 
on Yom Kippur, the High Priest had to pour the incense from 
its receptacle, which he was holding, into his cupped hands, 
without the aid of another priest (see Yoma 49a). 


He would absorb with salt — nna $390: It is apparent from 
Rashi that there is no mitzva to absorb the blood with salt, 
as the blood of the bird's head was already squeezed out. 
Rather, this follows the general mitzva of salting any item 
before it is burned on the altar, as the verse states: “On all 
your offerings you shall offer salt” (Leviticus 2:13). In this 
context, the priest would place salt on the area of the pinch- 
ing, thereby absorbing any remaining blood. Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura understands this clause to mean that the priest 
would fill the head with salt. 


He ripped it and did not separate - bran x) ymw: The 
verse states: “And he shall rend it by its wings but shall not 
separate it” (Leviticus 1:17). According to its straightforward 
meaning, the verse indicates that it is forbidden to sepa- 
rate the body. In fact, the Halakhot Gedolot counts this as a 
prohibition. The Rambam, by contrast, maintains that the 
Torah does not mean to prohibit separating. Nevertheless, 
since there is a mitzva to dismember the limbs of an animal 
burnt offering (see Leviticus 1:6), the Torah makes it clear in 
this context that no such mitzva exists, but if the priest does 
separate the body, it is a valid offering. 


HALAKHA 


He holds its wings with two fingers, etc. — "wa Ya ix 
"11 Niyayx: How does the priest hold the bird while pinch- 
ing its nape? He holds its two legs between his two fingers, 
i.e., the pinky and ring fingers, and its two wings between 
his two fingers, i.e., the index and middle fingers, stretches 
its throat over the inner width of those two fingers, and 
pinches its nape. This is in accordance with the baraita. This 
was one of the most difficult rites performed in the Temple. 
f the priest deviated from this exact method and held the 
bird in any other way, it is still valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:8). 


Rite of the bird burnt offering — ji nbiy mwy: What is 
he rite of a bird burnt offering? The priest would ascend 
he ramp to the southeast corner of surrounding ledge of 
he altar. He then pinched the nape of the bird with his 
fingernail, completely detaching its head from its body. Next, 
he squeezed out the blood of the head and of the body on 
he upper wall of the altar, i.e., above the red line. He then 
applied salt upon the head and threw it to the fire atop 
he altar. Next, he came to the body and, using his hand, 
removed the crop and skin over it, along with the feathers 
and innards that emerged with it and tossed them onto the 
place of the ashes, and ripped the body lengthwise with 
his hand, not a knife. He was not required to separate the 
wo halves of the body, but if he did so, it is valid. Finally, 
he applied salt to the body and threw it into the fire atop 
he altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
6:20-22). 
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HALAKHA 


He neither removed the crop — 7X TNaT NN VOT x: 
In the event the priest did not remove the crop, the feath- 
ers, the innards, or did not apply salt to the bird, it is still 
a valid offering, since these deviations occurred after the 
blood was squeezed out (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:22). 


He separated in the sin offering, etc.- ^3) nsona aan: 

If, while pinching the nape of a bird sin offering, the priest 
separated its head from its body, or while pinching the 
nape of a bird burnt offering, the priest did not separate 
its head from its body, in either instance, the offering is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 7:6, 6:20). 


He squeezed out the blood of the head, etc. — 07 1x97 
ADRI: With regard to a bird burnt offering, if the priest 
squeezed out the blood of the head only, and not the 
blood of the body, it is disqualified. If he squeezed out the 
blood of the body and not the blood of the head, it is valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:20). 


A bird sin offering that he pinched not for its sake - 
aw xo apoaw qiya mxwn: Bird offerings are disquali- 
fied by improper intent with regard to two of their sacrifi- 
cial rites: Pinching the nape and sprinkling or squeezing 

out its blood. The rite of a bird sin offering that was 

performed not for its sake is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:5, 15:1). 


A bird burnt offering that was pinched not for its sake - 
aw bw apbaw qiyn ny: A bird burnt offering that 

was either pinched not for its sake or whose blood was 

squeezed out not for its sake is valid, yet it does not satisfy 

the obligation of the owner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


To partake of an item whose typical manner is such 
that one partakes of it, etc. - 151 dione) iyw dios): 
If, during one of the sacrificial rites, one has an improper 
intent to eat or burn an item either beyond its designated 
time or outside its designated area, if it is an item whose 
typical manner is such that one does not eat it or an item 
whose typical manner is such that one does not burn it, 
respectively, the offering is valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:8). 


Outside its designated area, etc. - 131 wipay yin: 
If, during either the pinching or squeezing out of the 
blood of the bird offerings, one had improper intent to 
sacrifice it or eat it outside its designated area, it is dis- 
qualified, but the one who partakes of it is not liable to 
receive karet. If the improper intent was to sacrifice or eat 
it beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul. This 
is the halakha provided there was no other disqualifying 
intention. If there was another disqualifying intention, the 
offering is disqualified, but is not piggul. If the improper 
intent occurred during the sacrificing or eating, it is dis- 
qualified but it is not piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:1). 
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Ifhe neither removed the crop," nor the feather and the innards 
that emerge with them, nor absorbed the blood with salt, with 
regard to any detail that he changed in the sacrificial rites after he 
squeezed out its blood, the offering is valid. If he separated the 
head from the body in sacrificing the sin offering," or ifhe did not 
separate the head from the body in sacrificing the burnt offering, 
the offering is disqualified. In a case where he squeezed out the 
blood of the head" and did not squeeze out the blood of the body, 
it is disqualified. Ifhe squeezed out the blood of the body and did 
not squeeze out the blood of the head, the offering is valid. 


In the case ofa bird sin offering that the priest pinched not for its 
sake," or if he squeezed out its blood not for its sake," or ifhe did 
so for its sake and then not for its sake, or not for its sake and 
then for its sake, it is disqualified, like all other sin offerings that 
are disqualified when performed not for their sake (see 2a). A bird 
burnt offering sacrificed not for its sake is valid;" it is just that it 
did not satisfy the obligation of the owner. 


With regard to both a bird sin offering and a bird burnt offering 
where the priest pinched its nape or squeezed out its blood with 
the intent to partake of an item whose typical manner is such that 
one partakes of it,"" or to burn an item whose typical manner is 
such that one burns it on the altar, outside its designated area," the 
offering is disqualified. But there is no liability to receive karet for 
one who partakes of the offering. If his intent was to eat it or burn 
it beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul and one is 
liable to receive karet for partaking of the offering, provided that 
the permitting factor, the blood, was sacrificed in accordance 
with its mitzva. 


How is the permitting factor sacrificed in accordance with its 
mitzva? If one pinched the nape in silence, i.e., with no disqualify- 
ing intent, and squeezed out its blood with the intent to partake 
of the parts typically eaten or to burn the portions that are to be 
burned on the altar, beyond its designated time; or in the case of 
one who pinched with the intent to partake of the offering or burn 
it on the altar beyond its designated time, and squeezed out its 
blood in silence; or in the case of one who pinched and squeezed 
out the blood with the intent to partake of the offering or burn it 
on the altar beyond its designated time, that is the case of a bird 
offering where the permitting factor is sacrificed in accordance 
with its mitzva. 


How is the permitting factor not sacrificed in accordance with 
its mitzva? If the priest pinched the nape of the bird with the intent 
to partake of it or burn it outside its designated area and squeezed 
out its blood with the intent to partake of it or burn it beyond its 
designated time, or he pinched with the intent to partake of it or 
burn it beyond its designated time and squeezed out its blood 
with the intent to partake of it or burn it outside its designated area, 
or if the priest pinched and squeezed out the blood with the intent 
to partake of it or burn it outside its designated area, 


NOTES 


He squeezed out its blood not for its own sake - mat ny% 
maw Kow: This is certainly the halakha if its blood was sprinkled 
not for its sake, as that is its primary rite (Tiferet Yisrael, Minhat 
Hinnukh). It seems from the wording of this mishna that squeez- 


To partake of an item whose typical manner is such that one 
partakes of it, etc. - ^31 biah tay rat biag): For a list of 
these items see 35a. See also Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:5, 7. 


ing out the blood is an indispensable action. It should be noted 
that this is in contrast to the opinion of other tanna‘im and 


amora’‘im (see 52a and 65a; Me'ila 8b). 
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or in the case of a bird sin offering where one pinched its nape 
not for its sake and squeezed out its blood with the intent of 
consuming it or burning it beyond its designated time, or in a case 
where he pinched its nape with the intent to consume it or burn 
it beyond its designated time and squeezed out its blood not for 
its sake, or in a case where he pinched its nape and squeezed out 
its blood not for its sake, that is a case of a bird offering whose 
permitting factor is not sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva. 


If one pinched the nape of the bird and squeezed out its blood with 
the intent to eat an olive-bulk of the offering outside its designated 
area and an olive-bulk the next day," or an olive-bulk the next day 
and an olive-bulk outside its designated area, or half an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area and half an olive-bulk the next day, or 
half an olive-bulk the next day and half an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area, the offering is disqualified and it does not include 
liability to receive karet. 


Rabbi Yehuda disagreed and said" that this is the principle: If 
the improper intent with regard to the time preceded the intent 
with regard to the area, the offering is piggul and one is liable to 
receive karet for eating it. And if the intent with regard to the area 
preceded the intent with regard to the time, the offering is dis- 
qualified and it does not include liability to receive karet. And the 
Rabbis say:" In both this case where the intent with regard to time 
came first and that case where the intent with regard to area came 
first, the offering is disqualified and it does not include liability 
to receive karet. 


If his intent was to eat half an olive-bulk and to burn" half an 
olive-bulk not at the appropriate time or in the appropriate area, 
the offering is valid, because eating and burning do not join 
together. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught a baraita with regard to 


the verse pertaining to a bird burnt offering: 


“And the priest shall bring it to the altar, and pinch off its head, and 


make it smoke on the altar” (Leviticus 1:15). What is the meaning 
when the verse states: And the priest shall bring it to the altar? 
Since the previous verse states that “he shall bring his offering,” this 
verse should have started with the phrase “And he shall pinch off 
its head.” 


Since it is stated in the preceding verse: “And if his offering to the 
Lord be a burnt offering of birds, then he shall bring his offering 
of doves, or of pigeons” (Leviticus 1:14), one might have thought 
that one who donates a bird as an offering may not donate fewer 
than two birds. Therefore, the verse states: “And the priest shall 
bring it,’ indicating that one may bring even one bird" to be 
sacrificed on the altar. 


The baraita continues analyzing the verse: What is the meaning 


when the verse states that “the priest shall bring it to the altar” 


(Leviticus 1:15)? It is to establish that only a priest may pinch its 
nape, as one might have thought that even a non-priest may per- 
form this procedure. Could this not be derived through logical 
inference: And if with regard to a sheep burnt offering, with regard 
to which the verse established that it must be slaughtered in the 
north (see Leviticus 1:11), it did not establish that it must be slaugh- 
tered by a priest (see 32a), then in the case of a bird burnt offering, 
with regard to which the verse did not establish that its nape must 
be pinched in the north, is it not logical that the verse does not 
establish that its nape must be pinched by a priest? To counter this, 
the verse states that “the priest shall bring it to the altar,” in order 
to establish that its nape must be pinched specifically by a priest. 


HALAKHA 


An olive-bulk outside and an olive-bulk the next day -— 
and Dra yma nna: If, during one of the four sacrificial 
rites, one intended to either eat an olive-bulk of the 
permitted parts of the sacrifice outside its designated 
area and to eat an olive-bulk the next day, or vice versa, 
the offering is disqualified. Similarly, if one intended 
to either eat half an olive-bulk outside its designated 
area and another half the next day, or vice versa, the 
offering is disqualified. In all these instances, the offer- 
ing is disqualified and not considered piggul. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:2). 


To eat half an olive-bulk and to burn, etc. - bioxd 
3) opr myra: If, during one of the four sacrificial 
rites, one intended to either eat half an olive-bulk out- 
side its designated area and to burn half an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area, or to burn half an olive- 
bulk beyond its designated time and to eat half an olive- 
bulk beyond its designated time, the offering is valid, 
because eating and burning do not join together (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10). 


Even one bird — nox 7115 ox: One who vows to 
offer a bird burnt offering may bring either a dove or 
a pigeon, in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
16:10). 


NOTES 
Rabbi Yehuda said, etc. — 131 7717) 937 Wax: There 
are two opinions as to what Rabbi Yehuda means, as 
discussed on 29b. 


And the Rabbis say — D'ni oan: See the Notes 
section on 29b, which discuss what this statement is 
meant to add. 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Akiva said, etc. — 131 KJP% 937 1X: The 
commentary follows the explanation of Rashi, who 
maintains that Rabbi Akiva is not disagreeing with 
he first tanna. Rather, he is explaining what the 
verse is adding with the word “priest.” Others main- 
ain that there is in fact a dispute between Rabbi 
Akiva and the first tanna. According to the first tanna, 
he word “priest” teaches both that only a priest 
may perform the pinching and that he must do so 
with his body, i.e., his finger. Rabbi Akiva claims that 
he first halakha is obvious even without the verse, 
and the verse is needed only to teach the second 
halakha (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


That a non-priest may approach, etc. - 317 NY 
"131: The verse in Numbers (18:3) states with regard to 
the Levites, and it is certainly applicable to Israelites 
as well, that: “Only they shall not come near the 
holy vessels and to the altar and they shall not die” 
(Rabbi Shimshon of Saens, in his commentary to 
Torat Kohanim). 


And its blood shall be drained out, all of it - A¥an 
iis jnt: The inference is from the expression “its 
blood” as opposed to: Of its blood. Alternatively, 
according to a variant reading of Rashi, the verse 
could have simply said: And the blood shall be 
squeezed out. 


HALAKHA 


Pinching must be with the very body of the priest — 
iby inyya np: How is the pinching procedure 

performed? The priest, using his fingernail, slits the 

bird at its nape and cuts in a downward motion 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
6:23). 


Pinching occurs on the top of the altar - apa 
mata bw iwa: The rite of a bird burnt offering 
was as follows: The priest would ascend the ramp 
of the altar and turn onto the surrounding ledge 
and reach the southeast corner. There, he would 
pinch the nape of the bird and separate its head 
from its body (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:20). 


The burning of the head is by itself - wx nwpn 
inyyh: After having separated the head from the 
body of a bird burnt offering, the priest presses its 
head to the altar, squeezing out its blood. He then 
salts it and throws it into the fire atop the altar. After 
the rite of the head, the priest returns to the body 
and performs its rite (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 6:21, 22). 
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The baraita continues: One might have thought that the priest 
should pinch its nape with a knife. And one could derive this 
through a logical inference: And if with regard to slaughtering, 
with regard to which the verse did not establish that it must be 
performed by a priest, it established that it must be performed 
with an instrument, i.e., a knife (see 97b); then in the case of pinch- 
ing, which the verse established must be performed by a priest, is 
it not logical that the verse establishes that it must be performed 
with an instrument? 


To counter this, the verse states: “And the priest shall bring it near 
the altar and pinch off its head.” In explanation of this verse, Rabbi 
Akiva said: Could it enter your mind that a non-priest may 
approach’ the altar in order to sacrifice an offering? Since this is 
impossible, the verse does not need to state that the sacrificial rite 
is performed by a priest. Rather, what is the meaning when the 
verse states: “The priest”? It means that the pinching must be 
performed with the very body of the priest.” 


The baraita continues to analyze the verse: One might have thought 
that the priest may pinch the bird’s nape whether above the red 
line of the altar or below it. To counter this, the verse states: “And 
the priest shall bring it unto the altar and pinch off its head, and 
make it smoke on the altar.” The verse juxtaposes the pinching to 
the burning of the bird on the altar to teach that just as the burning 
occurs atop the altar, so too, the pinching occurs on the top part 
of the wall of the altar." 


The baraita continues: The verse states that the priest shall “pinch 

off its head,” which must be performed at the nape. Do you say 
that the pinching occurs at the nape, or is it only at the throat? It 

can be derived through a logical inference: It is stated here, with 

regard to a bird burnt offering: “And pinch off its head” (Leviticus 

1:15), and it is stated there, with regard to a bird sin offering: “And 

pinch offits head opposite its nape, but shall not separate it” (Levit- 
icus 5:8). Just as there, the head is pinched at the nape, so too here, 
the head is pinched at the nape. 


If the halakha of a bird burnt offering is derived from that of a bird 
sin offering, perhaps it should also be derived that just as there, the 
priest pinches off the head but does not separate it completely 
from the body, so too here, with regard to a bird burnt offering, he 
pinches off the head but does not separate it from the body. To 
counter this, the verse states with regard to a bird burnt offering: 
“And pinch off its head, and make it smoke on the altar” (Leviticus 
1:15). This indicates that just as with regard to the burning of the 
bird burnt offering, the head is burned by itself and the body is 
burned by itself, so too with regard to the pinching, the head 
is by itself and the body is by itself, i.e., the head is completely 
detached from the body. 


The baraita continues: And from where is it derived that the burn- 
ing of the head is by itself" and the body is burned by itself? As 
it is stated: “And he shall rend it by its wings... and the priest shall 
make it smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:17). Since the burning 
of the body is stated in this verse, how do I realize the meaning 
of the earlier phrase: “And make it smoke on the altar” (Leviticus 
1:15)? One must conclude that the verse is speaking about the 
burning of the head. 


The baraita continues to expound the verse stated with regard to 
a bird burnt offering: “And its blood shall be drained out on the 
wall of the altar” (Leviticus 1:15). When the verse states: “And its 
blood shall be drained out,” it means that all of it’ must be drained 
out. The continuation of the verse indicates that it must be drained 
out “on the wall of the altar,’ and not on the wall of the ramp, 
nor on the wall of the Sanctuary. And which wall of the altar is 
this? This is the upper wall, i.e., above the red line. 
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Or perhaps the verse is referring only to the lower wall, i.e., below 
the red line; and this can be supported by a logical inference: 
And if with regard to an animal offering, where the blood of its 
sin offering is applied above the red line, the blood of its burnt 
offering is applied below the red line, then with regard to a bird 
offering, where the blood of its sin offering is sprinkled below 
the red line, is it not logical that the blood of its burnt offering 
is sprinkled below the red line? 


To counter this, the verse states: “And pinch off its head, and 
make it smoke on the altar; and its blood shall be drained out.” 
Could it enter your mind that after he has burned the bird, the 
priest goes back and drains out its blood? Rather, the verse 
serves to tell you: Just as the burning occurs atop the altar, 
so too, the draining occurs atop the altar. How so? The priest 
would ascend the ramp and turn to the surrounding ledge and 
arrive at the southeast corner. He would pinch off the bird’s 
head at its nape, and separate it from its body. He would then 
squeeze out its blood on the wall of the altar beside him. Nev- 
ertheless, if the priest performed the squeezing below his feet," 
i.e., below the surrounding ledge, even one cubit" beneath the 
ledge, it is valid. 


The baraita concludes by citing a dissenting opinion: Rabbi 
Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov say: The entire rite of 
a bird burnt offering is performed only atop the altar." The 
Gemara asks: Since the first tanna and Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov agree that the bird must be burned atop the 
altar and its blood must be squeezed on the top part of the wall of 
the altar, what is the difference between them? 


Abaye and Rava both say: There is a difference between them 
with regard to whether one may form an arrangement of wood 
on the surrounding ledge and burn the bird there. According to 
the first tanna, this is permitted when needed, and therefore it is 
valid if the priest squeezes out the blood on the wall up to a cubit 
below the surrounding ledge. According the Rabbi Nehemya 
and Rabbi Eliezer ben Yakov, one may never burn the bird on 
the surrounding ledge, and therefore it is not valid if the priest 
squeezed out the blood below the surrounding ledge. 


§ The mishna teaches that after the priest throws the bird’s head 
onto the fire on the altar, he arrives at the body and removes the 
crop and the feathers attached to it and the innards that emerge 
with them, and tosses them to the place of the ashes. The Sages 
taught in a baraita with regard to the verse pertaining to a bird 
burnt offering: “And he shall take away murato with its feathers” 
(Leviticus 1:16). This word, murato, is referring to the crop.® 


Had the verse written only “its crop,’ one might have thought 
that the priest may cut the skin with a knife and take the crop 
without any other part of the bird. Therefore, the verse states: 
“With its feathers [benotzatah],” which teaches that he takes the 
feathers" with it," i.e., he must remove the skin with the feathers 
still attached. The Gemara presents another opinion: Abba Yosei 
ben Hanan says: He takes the crop and he also takes its gizzard" 
with it. 


Crop and gizzard — 1397p) pat: During a bird's digestive process, 
the food first reaches the crop, which stores excess food prior 


BACKGROUND 


the food, often aided by particles of stone and grit swallowed by 
the bird. Once sufficiently broken down, the remains of the food 


to digestion. The food then travels to the gizzard, a specialized move through the small intestines and into the large intestine. 
stomach constructed of thick, muscular walls, which grinds up 


NOTES 
Below his feet even one cubit — ma% too vonn mond: 
Rashi explains that this is valid because the squeezing 
is performed above the red line. It seems that he holds 
that the term: Atop the altar, refers to any point on the 
altar above the red line. Based on the Gemara's follow- 
ing discussion, this tanna deems valid squeezing out 
the blood above the surrounding ledge because the 
surrounding ledge is actually atop the altar, as it is a 
valid location for burning. Apparently, he deems valid 
squeezing performed one cubit below the surrounding 
ledge, because as long as the squeezing is done near 
the top of the altar it is still valid. 


Performed only atop the altar - W853 Kox MWY? pE 
napa: It stands to reason that just as the first tanna 
maintains that the squeezing may be performed even 
one cubit below the ledge, which, according to him, is a 
valid location for burning, similarly, Rabbi Nehemya and 
Rabbi Elazar ben Yaakov would agree that the squeezing 
need not take place literally atop the altar; even near it is 
valid. The Ra'avad, in his commentary to tractate Kinnim, 
writes that the latter two maintain that the squeezing 
must take place on the wall of the corner atop the altar, 
since the top of the corner is a valid location for burning 
in exigent circumstances. 


He takes the feathers with it - may nyin ny bon: Rashi 
explains this to mean the skin and the feathers that are 
on it. The Ra’avad contends that the priest only tosses 
the feathers and the innards to the place of ashes. That 
patch of skin is burned atop the altar along with the 
rest of the skin. 


He takes its gizzard - mapyp dvi: Rashi explains that 
Abba Yosei ben Hanan interprets the word notza as 
meaning something repulsive. According to this inter- 
pretation, none of the feathers at all are taken. The Ram- 
ban, in his commentary on the Torah, disagrees with this 
explanation and maintains that the gizzard, being part of 
the bird's digestive system, has status equal to the crop 
and is therefore included in the term murato. Accord- 
ingly, Abba Yosei ben Hanan agrees with the tanna of 
the baraita that the feathers are removed as well. 

Some of the early commentaries maintain that Abba 
Yosei ben Hanan concurs with the tanna in the mishna 
(Ramban; Mahari Kurkus). The Ra’avad, in his commen- 
tary to Torat Kohanim, contends that the tanna in the 
mishna requires only the removal of innards that are 
cut out with the crop, and nothing else. Abba Yosei ben 
Hanan, by contrast, maintains that the crop, down to the 
gizzard, is removed and tossed on the place of the ashes. 


HALAKHA 


If he performed it below his feet, etc. — mond ANY 
^D) vhn: The blood of a bird burnt offering is "squeezed 
out on the upper part of the altar wall, i.e., above the red 
line, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
6:20). 


He takes the feathers - Axi37 ny Dyis: After having 
separated the head from the body of a bird burnt offer- 
ing, the priest returns to its body, from which he removes 
the crop, along with the skin and feathers covering it. 
He also removes the innards that emerge with the crop 
upon its removal, and tosses them to the place of the 
ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
6:21 and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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Perek VI 
Daf65 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
Rending is only by hand - va xx yorw py: The priest 
rips the bird burnt offering lengthwise at its wings. He 
must do so only with his hand and not with an instrument 
such as a knife, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:22). 


Squeezing out the blood of a bird sin offering - s» 
‘iit MXwM: Squeezing out the blood of a bird sin offer- 
ing is an indispensable element of its sacrificial rite, in 
accordance with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:7). 


NOTES 


Interrupting before severing the second siman — m1 
W ppa: Interrupting refers to an instance where an 
amount of time elapses between the severing of the 
first siman that must be severed during ritual slaughter 
and the second, and is a disqualifying factor with regard 
to slaughter of an animal offering or non-sacred animal. 
Rashi notes a distinction between interrupting with 
regard to an animal offering and a bird offering: With 
regard to an animal offering, the slaughtering is not 
valid unless both the gullet and the windpipe have been 
severed. Therefore, a delay in severing the second siman 
disqualifies the offering, since the animal is considered a 
tereifa once its first siman has been severed. 

By contrast, with regard to a bird offering, the act of 
severing the nape, analogous to the slaughtering of a 
non-consecrated bird, is considered complete upon the 
cutting of the first siman. The purpose of cutting the 
second siman in a bird burnt offering is to fulfill only the 
additional mitzva of separating. One could, therefore, 
suggest that delaying is not a disqualifying factor in its 
sacrificial rite. One could also suggest that although the 
requirement to cut the second siman is only because of 
the additional mitzva of separating, since the offering is 
nevertheless not valid without it, perhaps the cutting of 
the second siman is viewed as an indispensable part of the 
pinching process and a delay would disqualify it. 
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A Sage from the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The word 
benotzatah is a contraction of the words benotza shelah, meaning 
its feathers. This teaches that the priest cuts it with a knife, creating 
an opening like a window opposite the crop. This allows him to 
remove the crop with only the feathers and skin directly opposite 
it, and that is what he brings to the place of the ashes. 


§ The mishna teaches that after removing the crop and the feathers 
and innards that emerged with it, the priest ripped the bird length- 
wise and did not separate the two halves of the bird. In this regard 
the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And he shall rend” 
(Leviticus 1:17). The act of rending is performed only by hand," 
and so too, the verse states with regard to Samson: “And he rent 
it as one would have rent a kid, and he had nothing in his hand” 
(Judges 14:6). 


§ The mishna teaches that if the priest did not remove the crop, 
or he changed any detail of the sacrificial rite after he squeezed out 
the blood, the offering is valid. If he separated the head from the 
body ofa bird sin offering, it is disqualified. The Gemara says: The 
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, said: I heard that one may separate the 
head from the body of a bird sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the difference between 
them, i.e., what is the basis of the disagreement? Rav Hisda says: 
The difference between them concerns the question of whether 
squeezing out the blood of a bird sin offering after its blood has 
been sprinkled is indispensable. The first tanna, whose opinion 
is cited in the mishna, holds that squeezing out the blood of a 
bird sin offering" is indispensable. And since squeezing out 
the blood is indispensable, the priest will have to squeeze out the 
blood after separating the head from the body, and he will have 
performed the rite of a bird burnt offering on a bird sin offering, 
which disqualifies the offering (see 66a). 


And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that squeezing 
out the blood of a bird sin offering is not indispensable. Conse- 
quently, if the priest would separate the bird’s head from its body, 
he would refrain from squeezing out the blood, in which case the 
rite is dissimilar to that ofa bird burnt offering. And the separation 
of the head is considered as though the priest was merely cutting 
flesh, and the offering is valid. 


Rava says there is an alternative explanation of the dispute: It is 
possible that all agree that squeezing the blood ofa bird sin offering 
is indispensable, and there is a difference between them with 
regard to whether interrupting the pinching before severing the 
second siman," i.e., the gullet or windpipe, one of the organs 
that must be cut in the ritual slaughter, of a bird burnt offering 
disqualifies the offering. The first tanna holds that interrupting 
the pinching before severing the second siman of a bird burnt 
offering does not disqualify the offering, and therefore, if the 
priest separates the head of a bird sin offering from its body, even 
though he interrupted the pinching before severing the second 
siman, he has performed the rite of a bird burnt offering on a 
bird sin offering, which disqualifies it. 
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And Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that interrupting 
the pinching ofa bird burnt offering disqualifies the offering. There- 
fore, in the case of a bird sin offering, since the priest interrupted 
the pinching before severing the second siman, even if he separates 
the head from the body he is merely cutting flesh, i.e., it is an insig- 
nificant act because he is not performing the rite of a burnt offering 
ona sin offering, and the offering is not disqualified. 


Abaye says there is a third explanation of the dispute between the 
tanna’im: It is possible that all agree that interrupting the pinching 
before severing the second siman disqualifies a bird burnt offering, 
and there is a difference between them with regard to whether 
cutting the majority of the flesh of the nape of a bird sin offering 
is indispensable.’ 


The Gemara points out: And Rava and Abaye disagree with regard 
to the issue that is the subject of the dispute’ between Rabbi Zeira 
and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak. One says that the difference 
between the first tanna and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
concerns whether interrupting the pinching before severing the 
second siman of a bird burnt offering disqualifies the offering. 
And one says that the difference between them concerns whether 
cutting the majority of the flesh of the nape of a bird sin offering 
is indispensable. 


The Gemara asks: Since there is a dispute concerning whether cut- 
ting the majority of the flesh of the nape of a bird sin offering is 
indispensable, can it be deduced by inference that all agree that we 
require the priest to cut the majority of the flesh ab initio? The 
Gemara responds: Yes; and similarly it was taught in baraita: How 
does one pinch" the nape of a bird sin offering? Using his thumb- 
nail, the priest cuts the spine and nape, without cutting through 
the majority of the flesh," until he reaches either the gullet or 
the windpipe. Upon reaching the gullet or the windpipe, he cuts 
one siman entirely, or at least the majority of it, and he cuts the 
majority of the flesh with it. And in the case of a bird burnt offer- 
ing, he cuts the two simanim or the majority of the two" simanim. 


- HALAKHA © 

How does one pinch - prin “%23: The procedure for the 
pinching of a bird offering is as follows: The priest cuts the 
nape and drags his thumbnail down opposite the nape. He 
can either cut the nape in a back-and-forth motion, or he 
can simply press his nail down into the nape. If either the 
gullet or the windpipe becomes dislodged, it is still valid. 
The priest then cuts the spinal cord and the nape without 
cutting the greater part of the flesh, as otherwise this would 
render the bird a corpse before reaching the simanim. With 
regard to a bird burnt offering, the priest must sever both 
the gullet and the windpipe with the downward motion 
of his finger, while with regard to a bird sin offering, he 
may sever both or only one (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:23, 7:6). 


Cutting the majority of the flesh of the nape of a bird sin 
offering is indispensable - 33% Wa 39: According to the first 
tanna, cutting the majority of the flesh is not indispensable, and 
herefore when the priest pinches the nape of a bird sin offering, 
it is possible that he will immediately sever the second siman. 
f he would do so and then separate the head from the body, 
he has performed the rite of a burnt offering on a sin offering 
and thereby disqualified it. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
holds that when pinching the nape of a sin offering, the priest 
must sever one of the organs, then cut the majority of the flesh 
of the nape, and then sever the second organ. Consequently, 
here will always be an interruption between severing the first 
and second simanim. Even if the priest would then separate 
he head of the offering, he would not be performing the rite 
of a burnt offering on a sin offering, and the offering would 
remain valid. 


Preparing for pinching the nape by grasping the bird's legs and wings 


Position of hands just before pinching the bird's nape 


And with regard to the dispute - saaan: According to this 
version of the text, Abaye and Rava engage in the same dispute 
as Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak. According to 
other versions, Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak 
do not represent the two respective opinions presented by 
Abaye and Rava. Rather, they disagree only with regard to 
whether or not cutting through the greater part of the flesh 
is indispensable. 


Cuts the spine and nape without the majority of the flesh — 
wasn xba Dw AW Win: The reason for this particular 
order is that were the priest to sever the nape and cut through 

the greater part of the flesh before severing the necessary 

simanim, the bird would be considered dead before the act of 
severing took place. 


He cuts two or the majority of the two — Dm3% 319 ix Dew: 
These two options reflect two opinions cited in tractate Hullin 
(21a): Two simanim reflects the opinion of the Rabbis, and the 
greater part of two simanim reflects the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon. 
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NOTES 
They said this before, etc. - 131 map PAN: The Sages 
related the explanations of the various amora’‘im with regard 
to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. Genea- 
logically, it is likely that they were referring specifically to 
Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak, as they were 
contemporaries of Rabbi Yirmeya. 


Perek VI 
Daf66 Amuda 


NOTES 


Does not have to separate it — byrand Pry px: The dis- 
tinction between Rabbi Yirmeya and the other amora'im is 
as follows: According to the other amora’‘im, Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, agrees with the first tanna in that it 
is prohibited to separate the head of a bird sin offering. But 
he holds that if, after the fact, it was separated, the offering 
is still valid. From the statement of Rabbi Yirmeya, it is clear 
that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, disagrees entirely with 
the first tanna and maintains that it is permitted to separate 
the head even ab initio. According to him, the verse is merely 
teaching that one is not obligated to separate it. 

Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam, suggests an alternative 
understanding. He maintains that Rabbi Elazar agrees that it 
is prohibited to separate the head. But this prohibition is in 
effect only before the sprinkling of the blood, not afterward. 
Consequently, the verse indicates two halakhot: First, the pro- 
hibition to separate before the sprinkling, and second, that 
after the sprinkling one may choose not to separate the head. 
It should be noted that if the priest accidentally separated the 
head before the sprinkling, the offering is not disqualified. 


Since it is written: And the priest shall bring it, etc. - 1131 
"3142977 273: Rashi explains that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, derives from this verse that there is a distinction 
between the rite of the bird burnt offering and the bird sin 
offering. Accordingly, the phrase: He does not separate, in 
he context of a bird burnt offering, must mean that one is 
not obligated to separate the head, as, if it were meant as a 
prohibition, then it could be inferred only with regard to a 
bird burnt offering that it is optional to separate the head, but 
not a mitzva. The only way to infer that there is an obligation 
o separate the head of a bird burnt offering is if the phrase: 
And he does not separate, is not a prohibition but an option. 
A more straightforward understanding of this Gemara is 
hat it is derived on 66b from another verse that the head 
of a bird burnt offering must be completely detached. If so, 
he term: “He shall bring it” which alludes to the distinction 
between the bird burnt offering and bird sin offering, already 
eaches that the head of the bird sin offering must not be 
separated. According to this, the Gemara questions the pur- 
pose of: And he does not separate, stated in the context of 
he bird sin offering. The Gemara answers that it teaches that 
he separating of its head is optional. It should be noted that 
even according to this more straightforward understanding, 
here are several difficulties (see Maharam and Malbim on 
Leviticus 5:8). 


A burnt offering - mhiy: After describing the rite of the bird 
burnt offering, the verse states: “It is a burnt offering,’ which 
appears to be an unnecessary phrase. The baraita derives 
rom the term “burnt offering” that the offering maintains 
his status even if itis missing something that one might have 

hought would be essential to this status. Yet, the expression 
“it is" teaches that the offering is valid only if the rite was per- 
ormed as described in the verses. The baraita therefore seeks 
o determine which aspect of the sacrificial rite is deemed 
indispensable and which is deemed non-essential (Korban 
Aharon). 
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The Gemara relates that the Rabbis said this dispute between 

the amora’im concerning the reason for the opinion of Rabbi 

Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, before’ Rabbi Yirmeya. Rabbi 

Yirmeya said: Have they not heard that which Rabbi Shimon 

ben Elyakim said in the name of Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, in 

the name of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua: Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, used to say: I heard that one may completely 
separate the head ofa bird sin offering from its body. And what 

is the meaning of the verse that states: “But shall not separate it” 
(Leviticus 5:8)? 


It means that the priest does not have to separate it," but not 
that it is prohibited to do so. Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav 
Ashi: If that is so, then with regard to a pit in the public domain, 
where it is written: “And if a man shall open a pit...and does 
not cover it” (Exodus 21:33), can one claim that this verse also 
means that he does not have to cover it? 


The Gemara responds: How can these cases be compared? There, 
with regard to a pit, since it is written in the following verse: “The 
owner of the pit shall pay” (Exodus 21:34), it is evident that it 
is incumbent upon him to cover the pit. But here, since it is 
written with regard to a bird burnt offering: “And the priest shall 
bring it" to the altar” (Leviticus 1:15), the term “it” indicates 
that the verse is referring only to a burnt offering, and the verse 
has thereby differentiated between a bird sin offering and a 
bird burnt offering. 


Consequently, it is obvious that whereas the priest must com- 
pletely separate the head of a bird burnt offering, this is not the 

halakha with regard to a sin offering. Why do I need the verse to 

state with regard to a bird sin offering: “But shall not separate it” 
(Leviticus 5:8)? Conclude from this verse that it is not forbidden 

to separate the head ofa bird sin offering from the body, but rather 

one does not have to separate it. 


§ The mishna teaches that if the priest squeezed out the blood of 
the head and did not squeeze out the blood of the body, it is dis- 
qualified. If he squeezed out the blood of the body and did not 
squeeze out the blood of the head, the offering is valid. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: In reference to a bird burnt offering, the verse 
states, seemingly unnecessarily: “It is a burnt offering” (Leviticus 
1:17)." This teaches that even though the priest squeezed out 
the blood of the body and did not squeeze out the blood of 
the head, it is valid. One might have thought that if the priest 
squeezed out the blood of the head and did not squeeze out 
the blood of the body the offering is still valid. Therefore, the 


verse states: “It is.” 


The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation for the opinion 
that the offering is valid if the priest squeezed out only the blood 
of the body but not ifhe squeezed out only the blood of the head? 
Ravina said: There is no conclusive proof from the language of 
the verse itself, but it stands to reason that this is the case, as most 
of the blood is found in the body, not the head. 
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It was stated in this chapter that the status of the altar itself is like that of the northern 
part of the Temple courtyard in that it is a valid location for the slaughter of offerings 
of the most sacred order. Apropos the altar’s status with regard to sacrificial slaughter, 
the Gemara discussed the position of the altar relative to the entrance to the Sanctu- 
ary, in addition to other details of the altar’s size and structure, as well as the minor 
ramps that protruded from it. 


Meal offerings belong to the category of offerings of the most sacred order. The parts 
of meal offerings that are consumed must be eaten in the Temple courtyard by male 
priests during the day of the slaughter and the following night. 


Bird offerings are brought exclusively from mature doves and pigeons. Birds may be 
sacrificed as burnt offerings or sin offerings. There are several distinctions between 
the rites of these two types of offerings, e.g., the sacrificial rite of a bird burnt offering 
is performed at the southeast corner of the altar, whereas the rite of a bird sin offering 
is performed at its southwest corner. 


The sacrificial rite of bird offerings differs from that of animal offerings. Whereas 
animal offerings must be slaughtered at the throat using a knife, in the case of bird 
offerings, a priest pinches their napes from the back using his thumbnail. This pro- 
cedure is carried out differently for a burnt offering and a sin offering. In the case 
of a burnt offering, the priest separates the head from the body, or, according to a 
different opinion, he entirely cuts through both the gullet and windpipe. In the case 
of a sin offering, the priest does not separate the head from the body and cuts either 
the gullet or the windpipe. 


An additional distinction between the bird burnt offering and sin offering is that the 
blood of a sin offering is sprinkled on the lower half of the wall of the altar, below 
the red line, while the blood of a burnt offering is squeezed out on the upper half of 
the wall of the altar. 


Bird burnt offerings and bird sin offerings share some common characteristics 
with their animal counterparts. Like the animal sin offering, a bird sin offering is 
disqualified if the priest intends its sacrifice to be for the sake of a different offering 
or a different individual. Conversely, an animal or bird burnt offering would not be 
disqualified, but the owner would not fulfill his obligation to bring the offering and 
would have to bring another one. Whereas sin offerings are consumed by male priests 
in the Temple courtyard, burnt offerings are consumed by the fire on the altar. 


Bird offerings are similar to animal offerings with regard to cases where the priest 
intended to perform one of its rites or eat the offering beyond the designated time or 
outside the designated area. They differ in that animal offerings have four essential 
rites whereas bird offerings have only two, the pinching of the nape and the present- 
ing of the blood on the altar. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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370 COMMON ACRONYMS 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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